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The writer aims to point out certain aspects of the immi¬
gration problems and policies; those problems and aspects which
show that most Federal immigration laws have been framed with
an idea of keeping America white.
Earliest debates in Congress were against, first, the
Chinese, next, the people of the darker races and finally against
those white people who were not considered of the Nordic races.
The work is divided into five chapters. They are: (1)
Background, Old Immigration, (2) New Immigration, (3) Chinese
Immigration, (i].) Federal Legislation, l882-1917» and (5)
Federal Legislation, 1918-I929.
The writer has dealt at length only with the major acts
passed by Congress; minor acts were merely mentioned but not
discussed. Footnotes, however, show where the minor acts may
be found in the Congressional Record.
The work is based primarily on the Congressional Records,
l882-1929» United States Statutes-at-Large, Immigration Com¬
mission Reports, Richard’s Messages of the Presidents, Malloy
(Compiler), Treaties and Conventions Concluded Between the
United States of America and Other Powers Since July It., 1776,
and numerous secondary sources.
The writer acknowledges, with sincere appreciation the un¬
tiring help of Mr. C. A. Bacote, Professor of American History
at Atlanta University and Dr. W. M. Boyd, Head of the Depart¬
ment of Political Science at Atlanta University.
CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND: "OLD IMMIGRATION"
Many have thought that all who have come to America since
the discovery should be treated equally as Immigrants. There
is a fallacy in this belief because one cannot speak of immi¬
gration to a country until it has entered into a national
existence. Therefore, there is a distinction between those who
participated in building the political and social framework of
the colonies (colonizers), and those who later arrived to find
the United States government and its social and political in¬
stitutions in working operations. Immigration is distinctly of
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, because the great move¬
ments of populations from Europe to America would have been
impossible without many of the modern inventions.
What were some of the reasons for the great exodus from
Europe? Why did people wish to leave an established civilization
for an unknown wilderness? A combination of political, social
and economic causes was responsible for their leaving. At the
time of the discovery of America, conditions in Europe were
degraded and cruel for the masses. They were tied politically
and economically to the very spot and conditions in which they
were born. They were deprived of all rights and privileges
which are considered today as our inalienable rights and no
amount of personal merit or aspirations could raise them above
1
2
that status.^ There were not outlets for them; they had
reached the very rim of the then known world. There was a
complete and general spirit of hopelessness. The rise of
Methodism had appealed to the masses because it emphasized the
Importance of the human soul and the dignity of the individual,
but that was held in check by an iron church.^ The many pe¬
titions to Parliament, speeches in Parliament and various pamph¬
lets and newspapers all bear witness to the growing discontent
of the masses. The rumor of a virgin land where the oppressed
might dwell in peace, aroused them from their lethargy and
caused them to seek relief in the new world.^
The new world was believed to be a storehouse of wealth
and many rulers of the old world hastened to stake their claim.
Spain, France and England were among the first to send out ex¬
peditions. Spain and France were seeking aggrandizement rather
than permanent homes, therefore, their colonies did not thrive.
England, on the other hand, devoted her energies chiefly to
social, political and economic developments. Fhlle the French
and Spanish settlements dwindled down to ineffective centers,
the English settlements grew rapidly in population, power and
prestige.
^Constantine Panunzlo, Immigration Crossroads (New York,
1927), P. 1.
^George M. Stephenson, A History of American Immigration
(Boston, 1926), p. 17.
3Ibid., p. 19.
3
Waere did the settlers come from who helped to Increase
the population for the English colonies? The English realized
that there must he workers if their colonies were to grow,
therefore, their early years of colonization found them securing
workers with all kinds of inducements. At first recruiting
stations were established in the mother country, then later on
on the continent. They offered free land, aids in surveying
and plotting, security and guarantee of title, free tools and
implements and the privilege of citizenship.^ Premiums were
paid to ship owners who actually brought about the settlement
of workers in the colonies. For fifty years indentured servants
were coming in at a rate from 1,000 to 16,000 per year,^ So
great was the desire for workers that the slums and alleys of
England were raked to fill up the plantations.^ Kidnapping be¬
came an art and around I67O, no fewer than 10,000 persons were
spirited away from England in one year.^ In I663, Parliament
passed an Act which authorized justices of the peace to send
O
rogues, vagrants and sturdy beggars to the colonies.° In this
way England was often able to empty her prisons by sending ship¬
loads to America. It is estimated that as high as 50,000
^Panunzio, op. cit.. p. 6.
^Edward A. Ross, The Old World in the New (London, 191^), p. 7.
^ibid.. p. 8.




criminals were exported to America betv^een 1717 and the Ameri¬
can Revolution,9 New England did not receive as many indentured
servants and convicts as the Southern colonies because she would
not pay very much for them and she had no tobacco to serve as a
profitable return cargo. Maryland, on the other hand, was
estimated to have received more than 20,000 convicts between
1750 and 1770.^*^ It did not matter where the workers came
from as long as they came.
The news of this great demand for workers in the new world
spread among the masses of Western Europe and large numbers be¬
gan the exodus to America. They came from most of the countries
in Western Europe. Driven by poverty, religious persecutions
and tyranny in their mother country, English, French, Germans,
Swedes, Welsh, Scotch Irish and Dutch poured into the new
world. Being in a majority, the English were able to determine
the form of government, language and the opportunities for ad'f .ir ■
vancement. Immigrants who came into the colonies on the Atlantic
Coast had to move to the interior and become frontiersmen and
leave more prominent occupations of politics, law, commerce and
the army to their English predecessors.^^ It was not hard to as¬
similate these immigrants into the English social order for
they were closely allied to the English, They were Teutonic in
9Ibid.
^^oss, OP, clt.. p. 9»
John R. Commons, Races and Immigrants in America (New
York, 1930)» P» 24.
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blood and Protestant in religion.12 This Protestantism was
important because it stood for independence of thought, moral
conviction, courage and readiness to face hardships.13
With the establishment of the United States as a nation,
all who arrived at her ports were regarded as immigrants, no
matter from whence they came. There was as great a need, if
not greater, for workers than ever before. If the new nation
were to take its place among other nations, it must develop and
the new projects needed workers. War damages had to be re¬
built, the frontier was opening up, manufacturing was growing
and railroads were being built, therefore, workers had to be
secured from somewhere.
Shortly after America became a nation certain important
events occurred which curbed the influx of Europeans to America
temporarily, but in their after results were largely responsible
for conditions which stimulated immigration as never before.
These events were. The Orders in Council, I696, The War of I8l2
and the Embargo Act.^^ The Embargo Act struck a severe blow to
the shipping and commerce industry which had been the leading
form of Industry for many Americans. This caused a great number
of Americans to devote their energies to other forms of Industry,
notably manufacturing. The discontinuance of English goods to
America served as a stimulus to this new industry. As produc¬
tivity increased in the new industry there arose a great need
P. Fairchild, Immigration (New York, 1928), p. 5^.
^3h. p. Fairchild, Immigration (New York, 1928), p. 5^,
G. Brown, Immigration (New York, 1933), P» 6I.
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for the European skilled or semi-skilled laborer. This supply
could not come from the American who did not wish to forego the
possibility of becoming independent landowners in order to work
as hired hands in the factory of someone else.^^
The years from 1783 to I83O may be termed a period of free
Immigration. In this great period of expansion and industriali¬
zation the government lost sight of need for regulating immi¬
gration. This passive attitude on the part of the government
may be due to the fact that immigration had slowed up at a time
when great industrial projects demanded a greater labor supply.
Immigration from Great Britain to the United States had almost
stopped. Religious oppression was no longer a spur to migration,
and industrial expansion at home absorbed whatever hands agri¬
culture could not employ.
During this period of free immigration, the Irish took the
lead. To this may be added the Swedes, Danes, Italians, Portu¬
guese, Spaniards and West Indians. This great stream of immi¬
gration reached the 10,000 mark in 1825.^'^ This great rush
caught commerce unprepared, and the journey across the ocean
Involved confusion, unsatisfactory quarters and high rates.
So great was the evil in the overcrowding of immigrants on
America-bound ships that the first immigration act was passed
^^Fairchild, on. clt.. p. 64.
^^Madison Grant, The Conquest of a Continent (New York,
1933), P. 86.
l^Marcus L. Hansen, The Atlantic Migration (Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1941), p. II9•
iSibid.. p. 126.
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by the federal government. This act, passed March 2, I8l9,
called for a complete report of the number of passengers car¬
ried on an America-bound ship. It was primarily designed not
to restrict or control immigration into this country, but to
provide for the safety and comfort of the immigrant while on
the voyage to America. As a result of this law the first of¬
ficial statistics of immigration were brought about and since
September 30, 1820, there has been a continuous record of ar¬
rivals .19
The great stream of immigration which started in 1825
with about 10,000 reached a total of 215,000 in 1854. This
great increase resulted in a perceptible increase of the number
of paupers, criminals, and insane arrivals. It was no secret
that foreign governments were sending their paupers and
criminals in large numbers. In Jamaica, a local law required
the ship master who left the port to carry away paupers and
criminals and receive a remuneration of ten dollars each or
leave them and be fined three hundred dollars.^® Criminals
were often transported with manacles and fetters on until the
day of their arrival in America,
Immigrants who remained in the city were not welcomed by
the native Americans. They were forced to live in the ghettos




and were early associated with the criminals In the minds of
the Americans. Most Immigrants took advantage of the free lands
of the West, but the Irish, who were arriving In the greatest
numbers, and who had had unfortunate experiences In agriculture
at home, settled In the cities and towns. They arrived In
destitute conditions and took the first job that offered returns.
In many Instances this was In open competition with native labor.
In 1830 New England cotton mills em.ployed mostly the daughters
of local farmers at comparatively high wages, but when the Irish
arrived In 1840, they got the jobs at lower wages and the native
labor was out.^^
The enormous Increase In Immigration brought new problems
and new fears to the native Americans. Since most of the Im¬
migrants at this time were Irish Catholics, a strong antl-
Cathollc feeling came to the surface especially In the sections
(the South particularly) where antl-cathollclsm had been planted
during colonial days. Two political movements were started to
campaign against immigration. Immigrants were land hungry and
kept an eye on the land bills before Congress and the platforms
of political parties. They formed associations and held land-
reform meetings. They exercised a strong political influence.^3
The Native American movement and the Know-Nothing movement chose
as their slogan, "America for Americans." Many of the anti-alien
movements were political in nature and were intended to divert
22h. h. Laughlin, Immigration and Conquest (New York, 1939),
p. 78.
^3stephenson, on. clt.. p. IO6.
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attention from the slavery question which was prominent at that
time, 2l<- The question of states right had not been settled at
this time, therefore, continued agitation from native Americans
caused the states to take action rather than the federal govern¬
ment.
State laws aimed to protect the immigrant and to safeguard
the states against possible burdens from newcomers. State laws
imposed head taxes upon arriving laborers, bonded ship owners
against their bringing persons who might become public charges,
and provided for the deportation of convicts and paupers. New
York and Massachusetts maintained commissions. Boards of Immi¬
gration, hospitals and detention stations.
State regulations were very unsatisfactory because of the
laxity in the handling of them. The states wished to keep out
undesirables, yet to encourage those of good character. This
desire for an Increase in population, which was shared by all
the states, and the fear of diverting this stream from one state
to another led to a greater laxity than no law at all.
America is a nation of nations founded on free immigration.
It is this vast migration of masses from the old world to the new
world that America owes her position as the greatest and richest
continent in the world. Prior to l882, this immigration was
primarily from northwestern Europe; since l882, the source was
from eastern and southern Europe.
^^Panunzio, op. cit., p. 26
CHAPTER II
NEVJ IMMIGRATION
Immigration, although steadily growing, was a matter of
minor importance almost to the middle of the nineteenth century.
During the first seventy years of our existence as a nation,
there were less than 1,^00,000 Immigrants in the United States,
By 1S46 the stream began to flow more rapidly and by I89O had
pushed the total number to 15,500,000,^ It is this great stream
that was of gravest concern to native Americans, ViJhy did this
stream cause so much concern? flio were they? IWiere did they
come from? lUThy did they come in such large numbers? How were
they received?
Prior to I88O, the majority of immigrants were from Western
and Northern Europe. While not from the same countries, they
were similar in many respects - teutonic in blood and protestant
in religion. From I88O until a restriction on immigration, in
1882, there was a change in source and the majority of immi¬
grants came from Eastern and Southern Europe, These people,
unlike those of the "old immigration," were from countries
where public education had not been heard of, where popular
participation in government was never dreamed of and dire




poverty was the accepted fact.^ They were a racially mixed
group that, if left alone, would alter the Nordic predominance
in the American population.^
It is difficult to explain why Immigration was so late in
starting from Eastern and Southern Europe since many had left
the Northern and IVestern part of the continent a century before,
A few possible reasons for the delay will be mentioned. First,
these sections of the continent were not as progressive as the
Northern and Western sections. Consequently, the effects of the
industrial, agricultural, social and political revolutions were
less noticeable in these regions than in the progressive regions.^
Second, stimulation was given by the development of transporta¬
tion facilities, the extending reputation of the United States
as a land of abundance and the growing spirit of Independence
in the peasants of these regions.^ Third, the reason may be
found in the economic history of the United States. Prior to
1880, the United States was primarily an agricultural country
and those who had arrived went mainly into agricultural de¬
velopments. Tith the passing of the frontier, public lands were
gone and the new immigrant remained in urban areas, where he was
in closer competition with the already established settler. The
rapid increase in manufacturing activities, which came after the
2f. J. Haskin, The Immigrant (New York, 1933)> P» 29.
3h. P. Fairchild, The Melting-Pot Mistake (Boston, 1926,
p. 112.
^Stephenson, op. clt.. p. 63.
^Fairchild, op. cit.« p. IO8.
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Revolutionary War, created a need for new workers. It was im¬
possible to get these workers from the old source of immigration
because those from this source tended to join relatives and
friends and, thus, drift into the same occupations and locali¬
ties.^ Fourth, the labor situation was changing greatly in the
northwestern part of Europe and laborers wished to stay home and
benefit from the changes. Some of these changes were, advance
in wages, growing labor organizations and disability and acci¬
dent insurance.Fifth, employers in America seemed to have
preferred workers from new quarters. Labor movements were
growing rapidly in America and the workers of a variety of races
made organization of workmen more difficult, since, where many
languages and dialects are spoken, a union on a common basis is
almost impossible.^ Whatever the reasons were, the tide changed
and large numbers of immigrants swarmed into the United States
from Eastern and Southern Europe.
'Nho were the "new immigrants?" The contributors to the new
stream were Bulgaria, Roumanla, Serbia, Spain, Syria, Turkey,
and larger numbers from Italy, Austria-Hungary and Russia.9 The
great masses of Eastern immigrants, Jews excluded, were peasants.
Although coming from small agricultural villages, most of them
^Pananzio, on. cit.. p. 4-3.
7lbid.. p. 45.
Sibid.
^Madison Grant, The Conquest of a Continent (New York,
1933), p. 234.
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settled in crowded congested areas and sought jobs that gave
quick returns. They moved to mines, steel mills and other in¬
dustrial plant work that required hard work.^® In this stream,
male workers were in a majority, which meant that they were
merely "birds of passage," and as soon as they had acquired a
tidy sum would return home to live at ease on their investments.^^
On the other hand, many like the Poles came to stayj they brought
their families and segregated themselves to form little com¬
munities that never lost their foreign characteristics.^^
Jews from Eastern Europe, also, came to stay. In this
region their status was the lowest in the land. They were alien
in rights, but citizens in obligations since they were compelled
to pay taxes and give military service.13 They were barred from
land ownership, many of the occupations, schools and universi-
ties.1*+ Their private lives were circumscribed even in regards
to their dress, speech and place of residence.Their exodus
was a real leaving.
Russian peasants formed about ninety-two per cent of the
Russian immigration prior to World War I. Theirs had been a
most unpleasant life spend in dire poverty, with much oppression
l^Stoddard, op. cit.. p. 126.
^^Ibld.
^^Ibld.
13Joseph Samuel, "Jewish Immigrants to the United States,"
Columbia University Studies in History. Economics and Public
Law. LIX 57, 191^, p. ^8.
l^Louis Wirth, The Ghetto (Chicago, 1928), p. 111.
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from the ruling class. They were some of the most ignorant and
degraded of all Immigrants,^^ Since World War I, a great many
"White Russians" who were not of the peasant class, have come to
America. They may be classified as political refugees, or the
unorthodox who sought religious freedom and a great majority
who came for economic motives.^*^
Italy, in Southern Europe, has contributed a larger number
of Imm.igrants to America than any other European country, with
the exception of Germany.^® Immigrants from Northern Italy were
similar to those of the "old immigration;" they were more Teu¬
tonic than those of Southern Italy. Southern Italy, on the
other hand, where there has been marked racial changes brought
on by many invasions, low wages, poverty, high birth rate and a
very low living standard has contributed the greatest number of
immigrants. Those of Northern Italy, who were considered to be
the most desirous of the two groups, immigrated to South America,
while the United States received the South Italians, who were
the most Illiterate of all peasants at the present time,
the most subservient to supervisors, the lowest in their
standards of living and at the same time the most in¬
dustrious and thrifty of all common labor.19
On the other hand, the Italians have been more inclined to re¬
turn home. It has been observed that a considerable number of
l^Jerome Davis, The Russian Immigrant (New York, 1922),
p. 209.
17lbid,
1®F. J. Brown and J. S, Roucek, One America (New York,
1945), p. 260.
19John R. Commons, Races and Immigrants in America (New
York, 1930), p. 78.
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them stayed only temporarily, sometimes only for a season of
work, sometimes for a generation, or until they had acciunulated
enough to return home and live happily on their investments.20
Of the minor contributors, it is well to note that they
too left their homes to better their economic status as well
as escape religious persecutions and military service.21
Included in the "new immigration" are immigrants from
North America - French Canadians, and Mexicans. The French
Canadians have come in great numbers to the textile and paper
mills in the New England states. Most of them came here to
stay, but in times of unemployment many of them returned to their
native land in Quebec.22 Mexicans are a transient group who
leave and re-enter the United States many tim.es in one year.
Most are unskilled, illiterate workers, who till the cotton,
sugar beet and corn fields in Texas and Arizona, and work in
the orchards in California.23
At the same time that the Eastern coast of the United
States was being deluged with the new immigrants from Europe,
the Testern coast was undergoing the same change with the
Chinese. Statistics show that the first Chinese was admitted
20Grant, op. clt.. p. 232.
2lBrown and Roucek, op. cit.. p. 129.




in 1820, and up to 1852 only eighty-eight had been admitted,
but in the year 1852 more than 20,000 arrived in the United
States
During the days of the gold rush on the West coast, the
Chinese were highly valued as general laborers, carpenters and
cooks.25 Since there were few women on the coast, the Chinese
served as cooks and laundry-men.They cleaned and drained
rich lands which the white man was too busy to do. The Chinese
did the work which the white man scorned to do; they were gap-
fillers, doing what no one else would do and slipping away un-
protestingly to other tasks when the whites wanted their jobs.^^
The Civil War caused a decline in Chinese immigration, but
with the return of peace, his labor was again in demand.
WTiereas Irish labor was used in completing the first trans¬
continental railroad - Union Pacific - going westward, Chinese
labor was predominant in constructing the Central Pacific Rail¬
road going eastward.With the completion of the Union Pacific
Railroad, great numbers of laborers from the East began to arrive
on the West coast, and hostility developed. This hostility
24gpown and Roucek, on. clt.. p. 316.






developed partly because of their difference in religion,
customs and standards of living but mostly because of the com¬
petition with the Merican laborer.Coming from a civilization
that was already old when Europe was still in a barbaric stage,
the Chinese has refused to assimilate with the Americans and
has kept his customs which he believed were superior to those of
the Americans.30 This hostility grew and finally manifested
itself in riots and attempted lynchlngs.^l
In January, 1876, a serious depression hit California; many
business houses failed, banks and mines closed and agriculture
suffered from want of rain and capital.32 This was a terrible
crisis for California to face. In spite of this situation
22,000 new immigrants entered the United States. The agitation
of the 15,000 unemployed whites led finally to special taxes
being required of the Chinese by the California legislature;
these were later declared unconstitutional.33 Politicians
seized upon this and the anti-Chinese movement became a national
issue. After several years of agitation by California Congress¬
men, Congress appointed a committee to investigate the Chinese
situation, who recommended that the Asiatic Influx be restricted,3^
^^stephenson, op. cit.. p. 258.
30commons, op. cit.. p. 101.
31b. Schrieke, Alien Americans (New York, 1936), p. 8
3^Ibld.. p. 14.
33r.' D. McKenzie, Oriental Exclusion (Chicago, 1928), p. 23.
Ibid.
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In 1882, this recommendation was put into law.
At first the Chinese were received without prejudice and
even with enthusiasm. At the time of their arrival, race an¬
tipathy was subordinate to industrial necessity. There was
competition between individuals rather than groups and there was
little opposition to the Chinese, since there seemed to be a
definite place for them in activities which were not of a primary
interest to the whites.
The Chinese, who were excluded from the labor market in
the 1880’s and '90's, were soon replaced by the Japanese. Land-
owners in California, who had been deprived of their farm, hands
found the Japanese to be excellent workers, who were willing to
do the lowest tasks at lower wages than the Chinese.They
became farmers and unlike the Chinese, started family life early.
They turned the Imperial Valley from its unhealthy barren state
of wasteland into the richest and most productive district in
the state of California. The Japanese was thought of as ob¬
taining a few feet of land and a small store and in a short
while owning either a large amount of land or a thriving busi¬
ness .37
Hostility to the Japanese developed soon after they began
to come in large numbers. A comparison of them with the Chinese
showed that they were not as easily controlled as the Chinese5
they demanded better employment after a short while; they
3^Schrleke, 00. cit.« p. 23.
37Einory S. Bogardus, Imm-lgration and Race Attitudes
(Boston, 1928), p. 55.
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demanded better housing conditions and they were more ag¬
gressive.3^ Methods were studied to check this influx and
finally an agreement was made with the Japanese government -
the Gentlemen's Agreement - which checked Japanese laborers
and small enterprises. However, this was not the solution,
for certain elements in California continued to agitate by con¬
tending that the Japanese were seeking to gain control of all
the productive lands5 that their thrift and willingness to
work long hours gave them unfair advantages in economic com¬
petition over American laborers and petty merchants.39 Further
agitation led to the so-called "ladies agreement" where the
Japanese government refused passports to "picture-brides" who
came over to marry Japanese Immigrants
A small dripping of Indians, Koreans and Hindus constitute
other Asiatics coming to America in the "new immigration,"
however, their coming was not large enough to arouse suspicion.
How did labor look upon the immigrants? One cannot over¬
look the fact that v/ith the exclusion of the Indians, the
United States is com.posed entirely of immigrants and their
descendants, and in three quarters of a century, I82O-I89O,
more than seventeen million were registered. Americans cannot
deny their origin and entirely stop immigration, nor can they
overlook the fact that their attempt to restrict immigration
33schrleke, op. clt.« p. 24.
^^Bogardus, op. cit.. p. 55.
^^Carl Wittke, We ^Tio Built /merica (New York, 1939)»
p. 468.
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was a denial to others of the privileges they had enjoyed,
since they or their parents had been Immigrants.
The protest put up by labor against the *'new immigration’*
was only an echo of the complaints against the then new immi¬
gration from Ireland, Germany and even from EnglandThe
attack was on the "new immigration" because that from the
British Isles, Germany and the Scandinavian countries had de¬
clined. Pn accepted reason for the preferred "old immigration"
was that there was very much less of it.^^ The laborer, who
complained that he was being replaced by an Immigrant, "^as no
better off if replaced by one of the "old immigration" than by
one of the "new immigration."
Labor has alv/ays feared an overstocked market and has been
most active and most persistent for immigration restriction.^^
Yfiny is labor so persistent for restriction? Competition has
been very keen among foreign workers and native Americans. The
immigrant workers were usually younger than the native workers;
older workers did not migrate as fast as younger workers. The
most common age of the immigrant at the time of his entry into
the United States was approximately twenty, and seventy-five
per cent of all immigrants have been between the ages of four¬
teen and forty-five at the time of their arrival.Labor.
^^I. A. Hourwich, Immigration and Labor (New York, 1922),
p. 2.
p. 3.
B. Catlin, The Labor Problem (New York, 1926), p. 56.
'^'^Dale Yoder, Labor Economics and Labor Problems (New York,
1939), p. 382.
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also disfavored the immigrant because this great reservoir of
unskilled labor could shift from one Industry to another in
response to variations in demand for unskilled laborSkilled
labor could not meet this challenge. However^statistics show
that in times of job scarcity, when competition is most acute,
foreign workers are usually pushed out and native workers take
their jobs.
Labor had not organized the immigrant as much as it wished.
Constantly introducing new recruits tends to keep the labor
market in a fluid condition; no sooner than one group is settled
down and an attempt is made at organization than a new immigrant
group moves in, thereby, making organization difficult. John L.
Lewis said:
The population movement in the coal regions until the
unions got some measure of control has been like the
progressive displacement of older Americans and Americanized
peoples by newcomers brought in to take their places. The
Union has had to go back over the old ground, over and over
again and reorganize.^®
Unions have had other difficulties in organizing workers.
The mere fact that the new immigrant was unskilled created an
autocratic skilled group that had little consideration for the
unskilled. Consequently, the immigrant who was here merely for
an economic motive would not be interested in paying dues or in
losing time from work in strikes called by the union. However,
not too much trust can be put in this belief for most of the
clothing workers' organizations in New York were composed mostly
^^ourwlch, op. clt.. p. 11.
^^The Miners Fleht for American Standards (Indianapolis,
1925), p. 85.
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of Russian and Polish Jews and ItallansA”^ Moreover a statis¬
tical study of the effects of trade-union shows that union mem¬
bership rises and falls with the rise and fall of immigration,^^
The first effort of labor to restrict immigration was in the
1830’s and was more political than economic; this action was
against the Irish and Gern^ns, however, this agitation did not
get far. The scarcity in workers caused the workers to demand
and get more money,In order to meet the demands of the ex¬
panded industry, to fill the places of those in the army in 181^.6
and at the same time deny to the workers their demands, capital
investigated and found there were many Ekiropeans who were willing
to supply the demands. The only thing that prevented their
1^1
coming was a lack of money to pay for their passage,-^ Capital
contended that America must continue to be a haven for the op¬
pressed; that there was a plenty for all and that American work¬
ers could not be found who would do the heavy duty labor that
was needed for the development of American resources.This was
a blow to labor, which argued that the cheap lebor lowered the
American standard; they argued for restriction,
^"^Lois MacDonald, Labor Problems and the American Scene
(New York, 1938)» p. 23,
IlŜ
Hourwich, op, cit,, p. 32,
^^ibid.
^^Anthoney Bimba. The History of the American Working
Class (New York, I927), p, 139•
^^MacDonald, op, cit,, p, 238.
^^Bimba, op, cit,, p, 139*
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They centered their attack next on those whom they claimed
could not he assimilated and who were less able to fight for
high stands of wages and living. In 1872, the shoe workers of
Massachusetts protested that Chinese workers were taking the
bread out of their mouths. Within a decade they were able,
in cooperation with organized labor on the Pacific coast, to
force Congress to adopt the Chinese exclusion law.^^
Labor leaders next turned to those who imported labor
under legal contract. As the defenders of the slave trade de¬
fended slavery as a means of making Christians of Africans, so
the defenders of the contract system maintained that it was their
duty to bring the poor from the old world to the land of liberty
and opportunity. Labor continued to agitate and in l885 Congress
tentatively forbade the importation of labor by contract.
Labor next turned to measures of restriction. At the con¬
vention of the American Federation of Labor in 1897, restriction
was demanded by a vote of 1858 351 and consistently repeated
at subsequent conventions.^^ At the first session of the fifty-
seventh Congress, 5,082 petitions were presented in favor of
immigration restriction, some coming in from every state.
Samuel Gompers, himself an Immigrant, wrote a letter in 1902 in
53"^-’Pananzlo, op. cit.. p. 45.
^MacDonald, op. cit.. p. 238.
^^arren B. Catlin, The Labor Problem (New York, 1926),
p. 498.
^^Don D. Lescohier and Elizabeth Branders, History of
Labor in the United States (New York, 1935), P- 26.
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which he said;
The organized workers of the country feel that the
existing immigration laws while not without their value
are of trifling effect compared with the needs and the
Just demands of American labor. ... The strength of this
country is in the intelligence and the prosperity of our
working people are endangered by the present immigration.
Cheap labor, ignorant labor takes oior Jobs and cuts our
wages.
Continuous agitation from labor brought about the literacy test
of 1917 and the quota laws.
Periods of expansion and good times in America have been
characterized by an Increased immigration, while those of de¬
pression are featured by great numbers returning home, and a
reduction in the numbers entering. It seems that immigrants
come when labor demands and leave when the demand falls off.^®
The labor problem is a complicated one for it seems to be
a case of employer versus employee. Employers want an abundance
of cheap strong-backed labor, while labor wants protection
against a stream that will overstock the market and be difficult
to organize.
In politics, foreigners have played an important part and
have been solicited by both major parties. In urban areas
especially, political parties and clubs have been the gateways
through which the immigrant has entered into community activities
it has been the only place that has welcomed him.
The choice of a particular party to which an imm.igrant
^^Senate Report No. 1333, American Federation of Labor
on the Literacy Test, p. 3l6l.
^^Yoder, on. cit.. p. 382.
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group gives its allegiance is influenced by party issues that
affect the group. Slavery, public lands and prohibition have
been major issues in determining party choice for the Irish,
Germans and Scandinavians. The degree of influence on the
party will be felt by the size and distribution of the group.
Since the time of their arrival, the Irish have wielded an
important influence on American politics. Being poor, they were
not able to go ’’rest, but were compelled to stop in urban areas.
These areas were usually Democratic strongholds and did many
things to get the Immigrant vote. There were small tokens of
money, elections to minor offices, and free whiskeythese
served to keep the Irish loyal to the Democratic party. The
appearance of the Know-Nothing Party only served to strengthen
them, as a defensive measure, to the Democratic Party. Party
Issues which drew them into the fold were: (1) the election of
Andrew Jackson, the son of poor Irish parents, as president.
The Irish always had a hate for the aristocracy, and the election
of a common man strengthened their faith in that party. (2) The
repeated Democratic platform for an open-door immigration policy.
(3) The party's platform for the preservation of slavery} they
feared the prospect of the free Negro as a labor competitor.
The party's hostility to homesteading did not agitate them since
they usually remained in urban areas and would not be affected
Francis J. Brown and Joseph Slabey Roucek, Our Racial
and National Minorities (New York, 1937)> P« 645.
^^Peter H. Odegard and E. Allen Helms, American Politics
(New York, 1938)} P« 337.
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by the law,^^
The Irish were responsible for building the first political
machines in New York, and readily became allied with Tammany
Hall.®'^ Many things were done by this Democratic club to en¬
tice the Immigrant. This club opened a bureau to aid them in
becoming naturalized.jt subsidized the New York Truth Teller,
an Irish paper.In l84o thousands of Irishmen were quickly
naturalized at reduced court fees by Tammany judges, who signed
their citizenship papers without question provided applicants
were sponsored by the right party bosses, and in 1868 before
the general election, five judges alone naturalized 54,000
Ac
aliens during the month of October.
The Irish have furnished many important men to public life,
among them being James Buchanan, John Calhoun, James Polk and
Grover Cleveland.^” They contributed nine signers to the
Declaration of Independence and six delegates to the Constitu¬
tional Convention.In the election of 1844, the \''’hlg press
attributed the success of Polk in New York State to the vote of
10,000 Irishmen who were employed on internal improvement works.
6t^■‘■Brown and Roucek, op. cit.. p. 647.
62warren Moscow, Politics in the Empire State (New York,
1948), p. 123.
^%ittke, OP. cit.. p. 164.
^^Ibid.. p. 165.
P. Orth and R. E. Cushman, American National Government
(New York, ), p. 112.
^^Odegard and Helms, op. cit.. p. 337•
^^Ibld.
^%lttke, OP. cit.. p. 165.
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By 1888, they were able to control the taxing and spending
power of the municipalities in most Northern States. They have
been the most keenly conscious and capable of immigrants in the
political struggle.^9 Without the Irish vote there is little
doubt that the Democratic Party could have survived in the North.
Second only to the Irish in political influence were the
Germans. The issues of free land, slavery and the Civil War
drew them into the Republican Party. Although at first allied
with the Democratic Party, they finally lost faith and became
associated with the Republican Party.
Two bills in l85^ served to strengthen the Germans in the
Republican Party. First the Kansas-Nebraska Bill and second,
the Homestead Bill.”^^ The Kansas-Ne]3raska Bill opened up new
territory to slavery. Being hostile to the idea of slavery,
Germans readily pledged themselves to the party opposing the
extension of slavery. The opposition of the Democratic Party,
in which Southerners had great influence, to giving pioneers
from free states and from Europe a bounty of one hundred and
sixty acres of land further allied the Germans with the Republi¬
can Party.
Since the National elections of l852 both major parties
have made an effort to win the German and Irish vote. In the
Presidential campaigns of 1868, l872 and the battle between
^^Odegard and Helms, on. cit.. p. 337*
"^^ittke, on. cit.. pp. 242-243
^^Stephenson, on. cit.. p. 119.
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Blaine and Cleveland for the Presidency in 1884, the immigrant
vote played the decisive part.^^
More and more the immigrant vote has been courted. The
Republican Platform of i860 contained planks which condemned
measures that were hostile to adopted citizens, favored a
liberal homestead law and a positive opposition to the ex¬
tension of slavery. Prominent German, Dutch and Scandinavians
were hired to speak to their countrymen in their native tongue.
Their platform was read and explained, while that of the Demo¬
cratic Party was denounced."^3 ihe Republicans won the election
and the foreign-born was rewarded by Lincoln with appointments
to civil and military service in the government
Other minor groups have not had as much power as the Irish
and Germans, nevertheless, they have been able to attain politi¬
cal maturity, and have been successful in placing some of their
own in prominent offices.
America's doors have been open to every immigrant from
Europe since colonial times, however, the huge stream that came
over after l880 brought great concern to those who had been here
for a long time. Resentment to immigrants had presented itself
during colonial times but this faint cry had been lost in the
great industrial developments of this nation. The panic years
72wittke, on. clt.. p. 179.
'^^Ibid.. pp. 247-248.
"^^Brown and Roucek, Our Racial and National Minorities.
on. cit.. p. 655.
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of the latter part of the nineteenth century served as a stimu¬
lus for the restriction of immigrants. This plea for restriction
was encouraged by labor who argued that the cheap foreign labor




In the early fifties, when the Chinese first came to Cali¬
fornia the people of San Francisco accepted them. They accepted
the cheap labor and used it to their advantage in the develop¬
ment of the railroads and the great West. It appears that there
was little objection to their appearance at this time, but in
1869, when they entered the mines and became successful com¬
petitors of the white man, there arose an opposition to their
coming. This opposition was soon expressed in California State
Laws in 1855, but the laws were declared unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court in I876.
During the forty-seventh Congress, labor took the lead in
petitioning to Congress to restrict immigration. The first to
receive this sting were the Chinese. During the Civil War,
there was a decline in anti-Chinese sentiment; this was due to
a shortage of labor together with a demand for men to complete
the Central Pacific Railroad. A friendly spirit resulted be¬
tween the United States and China which led to the passage of
the Burlingame Treaty of I868; this granted to both countries
the ;
... mutual advantage of free migration and emigration of
their citizens and subjects respectively from the one
country to the other for the purpose of curiosity, or
trade or as permanent residents ... Chinese subjects
visiting or residing in the United States shall enjoy the
30
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same privileges, immunities, and exemptions in respect to
travel or residence as may there be enjoyed by the citizens
or subjects of the most favored nations.!
The right of naturalization was, hov/ever, not granted to the
Chinese
The Pacific States did not share the attitude of the United
States as stated in the Burlingame Treaty. The completion of
the Central Pacific Railroad had left much unemployment;
laborers from the East, also, began to come West in large num¬
bers, and hostilities began to develop against the Chinese. As
early as l852, even before the larger movement began, the
governor of California advised that Chinese Coolie immigration
be restricted, and in 1855 the State legislature enacted a law
Imposing a head tax of fifty-five dollars on every Chinese im¬
migrant; this was later followed in 1858 by a law forbidding
Chinese or Mongolians to enter the State.3 These were, however,
declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in I876. The
California representatives turned to Congress for relief from
the Chinese immigration; after several years of haranguing by
them, Congress, in I876 appointed a joint Congressional com¬
mittee to investigate Chinese immigration. They reported that
the Chinese did not assimilate with the Americans; that they
!w. H. Malloy (comp.). Treaties and Conventions Concluded
Between the United States of America and Other Powers. Since
July 4, 1776 (Washington, D. C., 1889), p. 17^
^McKenzie, op. cit.. p. 10.
had no Intentions of becoming American citizens and their one
purpose in coming was to make all the money possible and return
home. They recommended that "Congress legislate to restrict
the great influx of Asiatics to this country," because "a duty
is owing to the Pacific States and territories v/hich are suf¬
fering under the terrible scourge."*^
The old saying that the Chinese were unassimilable was
hatched by labor to speed up restriction. The Chinese were
compelled by popular feeling to live in clusters or colonies
and to work in the same way. Their movements were, therefore,
conspicuous and received more attention than if they had been
scattered about as people of other nations. Another fallacy
hatched by the restrlctionlsts was that the Chinese did not in¬
tend to make America their home. Most of those who came were
the poorest Chinese and had no money to bring their families,
but their treatment by the Americans caused them to return home
as soon as possible, because they really had no home here. Still
another fallacy was the idea that the Chinese replaced American
laborers, and offered competition. The Chinese did the dirty
labor that the white man did not do; common labor had not yet
organized. It was unions, composed of skilled workers, who sent
in the petitions. In spite of the fallacies, anti-Chinese
propaganda fell on fertile ground and much legislation was in¬
troduced, One reason for so much anti-Chinese legislation was
^Congressional Record. 44th Cong., 2d Sess,(1877), p. 77.
the fact that the Chinese had no vote and the white laborer did.
A bill, H. R. 727> to "Restrict Chinese Immigration" was
vetoed by President Hayes on March 1, I879 because it violated
the already existing Burlingame Treaty.^ He pointed out that
the only way to restrict the Chinese was in the negotiation of
a new treaty. The bill provided that no vessel entering any
port of the United States should thereafter land no more than
fifteen Chinese passengers; it also directed the President to
abrogate Articles five and six of the Burlingame Treaty that
conferred mutual rights of permanent residence on Chinese and
Americans
As a result of President Hayes' recommendation, China was
induced to enter into a new treaty - the Treaty of I88O. The
article relating to the limitation and suspension of Chinese
immigration into the United States gave the Government of the
United States power to regulate, limit or suspend the coming of
Chinese laborers to the United States, when in the opinion of
the Government, the coming of the Chinese was a threat to good
order; immigrants were not to be maltreated or abused.®
Despite the Treaty of I88O, Chinese continued to come in
large numbers. Steamship companies advertised the opportunities
found in the United States throughout China and made huge
^Ibid., 48th Cong., 1st 3ess,(l884), p. 3754.
J. D. Richardson, A Compilation of Messages and Papers of
the Presidents (Washington, I889), v, 3, p. 5l^»
^Congressional Record, 45th Cong., 1st Sess*(l879), p. 195.
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profits in the transportation of steerage passengers. Petitions,
urging Chinese restriction, continued to flow into Congress.9
Under authority of the Treaty of l880, a hill was introduced
entitled '‘A Bill to Execute Certain Treaty Stipulations" which
w^as later amended by a bill "to regulate, limit and suspend the
immigration of Chinese laborers."^® This bill provided that
within ninety days after its passage and until twenty years
thereafter, the coming of Chinese laborers should be suspended.
Exceptions were made to Chinese laborers who were in the United
States on November 17, l880, and those who would come before
the expiration of ninety days. A complete system of registra¬
tion, certification and identification was provided. Specifical¬
ly amohg the excluded were the skilled workers, and all state
or United States courts were denied the right to admit Chinese
to citizenship.^^ President Arthur vetoed the bill on April 4,
1882, on the grounds that the passage of an act prohibiting
immigration for a period of twenty years was an unreasonable
suspension of immigration and consequently a breach of the Treaty
of 1880. He saw no good in the registration.12 Later a modi¬
fied bill, which contained the same provisions except that the
years were cut from twenty to ten, was passed, and although it
contained some of the provisions objectionable to the President,





he approved it and it became law on May 6, 1882.^3 bill
provided that all immigration of Chinese laborers, skilled or
unskilled should be suspended for a period of ten years.^^
During the forty-eighth Congress more Chinese legislation
was introduced by the Pacific Coast delegation. The law of
1882 had been intended, by its originators, to exclude Chinese
laborers, but it failed to do this and required revision to
conform to the intent of its framers. To substantiate this
view, the Immigration committee cited the case decided by
Justices Lowella and Nelson, of the United -States Circuit Court
in Massachusetts, where a Chinese laborer, born on the island
of Hongking after its cession to Great Britain, was held not
to be within the provisions of the act.^^ To avoid a similar
situation the act was extended to all Chinese subjects of
whatever country. To prevent evasions of the law through the
’’possible interpretations of words 'merchants' and 'travelers'
together with the notorious capabilities of the lower classes
of Chinese for perjury," the certificates of the exempt classes
were made more elaborate, and the word "merchant" was defined
to exclude hucksters, peddlers, and fishermen. The certifi¬
cates were made the only evidence admissible to establish a
right to reenter. These certificates, also, had to be veri¬
fied by the United States diplomatic officers at the port of
^^Ibid.. 47th Cong., 2d sess.(1882), p. 211.
^^Ibid.
^^Ibid.. 48th Cong., 1st sess.(1884), p. 617I.
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departure. Representative Rice of Massachusetts argued that
the bill had accomplished its purpose; that since the passage
of the act and up to January 15, 1884, 17,000 Chinamen had de¬
parted from these shores and only 3jl45 had been admitted; that
there was a difference of 13,600 in this country during the two
years that the treaty had been in use,^^ Representative Lyman
of Massachusetts wanted to know, "if the Chinese are such
scoundrels, why are they hired? This is the same outcry that
was raised against the Irish in Massachusetts thirty years ago
by the Know-Nothing Party, ^.liy? Because they came to America
and worked for lower wages.The Argonaut, a Pacific Coast
newspaper said:
There is no depth of absurdity, no height of wicked¬
ness to which the daily journals of San Francisco ... will
not crawl or climb to conciliate the good-will of the ig¬
norant and demagogue element of the labor class.
Representative Hitt of Illinois argued that the act would
violate certain treaties where the United States had guaranteed
to thosd nations the privileges of their subjects to come freely
and pass through or reside here.^® Representative Henly of
California was anxious for the bill to pass. He put into phrases







were irreligious, untruthful, given over to slavery, infanti¬
cide and enforced prostitution, wanting in honesty, filthy of
habit and infamous in practice. In pleading for the bill, he
declared;
It has simply been found through the practical
operations of the prior act that these Chinese with that
cunning and persistence which no one will deny them, have
adopted methods and means to evade the provisions; and the
only function of this bill is simply to strengthen and
effectuate the purpose contemplated by the original act.*^^
In spite of efforts to make the bill less severe, it passed
the House by a vote of l84 to twelve with 125 not voting. The
Senate passed it by a vote of forty-three to twelve with twenty-
one not voting. It was approved by the President July 5> 1884.^^
China of her own accord proposed in 1886 to prohibit the
emigration of her laborers to the United States and, also, to
prohibit the return of any laborers who had gone back to China.
She asked that negotiations be entered into for a treaty em¬
bodying such provisions. Finally such a treaty was agreed to
and signed by the representatives of the two countries on March
12, 1888.23
The treaty as signed stated in the first article that there
was to be the absolute prohibition of Chinese laborers for twenty
years; to this prohibition the only exception made was a Chinese
laborer who had a lawful wife, child, or parent in the United
^^Ibid.. 48th Cong., 1st sess.(l884), p. 6l71.
23it)id.« 50th Cong., 1st sess.(l888), p. 7695*
States, or property therein of the value of one thousand dollars
or debts of this amount due him that were pending settlement
Not affected by the treaty was the right at present en¬
joyed by officials, teachers, students, merchants, or travelers
for curiosity of pleasure, but it was made compulsory that in
order to entitle them to admission they must produce a certi¬
ficate from their government or from the government of the
country where they last resided. Also included in the treaty
was the Indemnity fund of 276,619.75 which was asked for losses
and injuries suffered by the Chinese in various anti-Chinese
riots in the Pacific Coast States.Before ratifying the
treaty, the Senate changed two articles of the treaty. By the
first, all Chinese laborers not then in the United States, but
who held return certificates under existing laws, were not
allowed to reenter.The other required the possession of the
certificate of identification to ensure entry to those who were
not laborers and were in the admissible class. The added stipu¬
lations were very drastic, but it was expected that China would
sign the treaty. China did not sign it immediately, she desired
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Expecting the treaty to be immediately ratified by China,
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations reported a bill S3304,
to prohibit the coming of Chinese laborers according to the
stipulations of the treaty; it was passed by the Senate on
August 8th and by the House on August 20, 1888.^^
No ratification of the treaty followed and on official
report that China had rejected it. President Cleveland signed
the bill on October 1, 1888,^'^ He justified his actions by
claiming that the delay of China in ratifying the treaty was a
breach of the then existing treaty, and that such breach justi¬
fied Congress in legislating on the matter. He recommended the
payment of the indemnity provided by the terms of the treaty,
and he also recommended that the act should not apply to Chinese
already on their way. The indemnity was paid, but the recom¬
mendation respecting those on their way was not heeded.
There was little debate on the bill, but Representative
O'Neill of Missouri expressed a characteristic of all Chinese
legislation. He said:
While favoring the bill ... it is a fact that every
two years or thereabout, we have a bill passed by Congress
in regard to the Chinese. It is one of the incidents of a
political campaign. A campaign does not appear to.be com¬
plete without some additional Chinese legislation.
On December 10, 1891, Senator Dolph, of Oregon, Introduced





a bill, S. 6185, providing that the act of May 6, 1882, should
be continued in force for another ten years. This bill was
passed by the Senate on February 19, 1892,^^ Representative
Geary of California reported a bill absolutely prohibiting the
coming of Chinese persons, except diplomats, to the United
States. The bill made it the duty of all Chinese laborers
within the United States at the time of the passage of the bill,
to apply to the collector of revenue at their respective dis¬
tricts within one year after passage of the act for a certifi¬
cate of residence, so that the authorities could know their
whereabouts; failure to do so subjected the Chinese to arrest
and deportation.33 The Senate bill was not favored in the
House, and the more stringent Geary bill was passed April 4,
1892.3^ Speaking against the bill was Representative Hitt of
Illinois; he was in favor of Chinese restriction, but not such
drastic restrictions.3? When the bill went to the Senate the
Dolph bill was substituted and a conference asked for. The
report of the Conference Committee was approved the day before
the expiration of the existing law. By the provisions of the
bill, all Chinese laborers within the United States were re¬
quired to secure certificates within one year, and if any one




were found without such certificate, he was liable to deporta¬
tion.36
The bill was passed during an election year and as usual
was a vote-getter. There was little debate on so stringent and
drastic a bill; it was only debated an hour. Representative
Hooker of Mississippi who was against the bill said:
I am opposed to the passage of this bill in this
summary way. It is a very sweeping measure. It purposes
an absolute abrogation of all the treaties we have upon
the subject, and it is a measure which the House ought at
least to glY£ sufficient consideration to understand and
comprehend.37
Senator Sherman of Ohio also argued against the bill. He was
against certification for Chinese already residing here because
he felt that it was in violation of our treaty and of our laws.
He said:
We have agreed by treaty not only that we would not
discriminate against them in our legislation, but that we
would permit these laborers to remain in the position of
persons of the most favored nation.... By the terms of
this bill, I think the treaty is violated.3°
Senator Frye of Maine declared that the bill was a violation of
all our treaty obligations and was a disgrace to the nation.39
In spite of the efforts to defeat the bill, it was passed
and signed by the President,*^® on May 5) 1892. It continued






^®Ibid., 52d Cong., 1st sess. (l892), p. 4191.
42
The bill was not understood by many Chinese and many did
not comply with the act# Many did not believe it to be con¬
stitutional; however, it was decided on May 15, 1893 by the
Supreme Court to be constitutional, although the court stated
that:
The Judicial Department cannot properly express an
opinion upon the wisdom and policy or the justice of the
measure enacted by Congress in the exercise of the power
confided in it by the Constitution over this subject. ^
However Justice Brewer remarked that:
In view of this enactment of the highest legislative
body of the foremost Christian nation, may not the faithful
Chinese disciple of Confucius ask, Vliy do they send us
missionaries
In view of the fact that so many Chinese had not registered
at the expiration of one year, a bill, H. R. 3687, was intro¬
duced by the Committee on Foreign Affairs in the fifty-third
Congress. The bill lengthened the time by six months and re¬
quired the Chinese to be photographed.^3 This bill set off many
debates, not only against the Chinese, but other darker people
as well. In arguing for the bill Representative Geary asked that
We in the West shall be allowed to settle our local
affairs according to our own rules, that we shall have pro¬
tection for our own Constitution against Asiatic immigration
that our white labor shall not be forced into competition
with this kind of people, that our people shall be freed
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Representative ^’llson of Washington argued that:
It is a battle we are making for the labor of our
section of the country; it is a contest between the cheap
labor of the Orient and tha more civilized and cultivated
labor of the Anglo-Saxon.
Representative Loud of California said:
Well do I remember in the summer of 1888 and again
in the spring of I892, when it was thought that California’s
vote was necessary to elect a President, how the House al¬
most tumbled over itself to get in out of the impending
storm and passed under a suspension of the rules without
debate such legislation as thought necessary to save the
party.
There were many who were in favor of extension of the time
for registering and were against the photographing. Senator
McCreary of Kentucky argued that:
We have invited the oppressed and the worthy of all
lands to come to our country, and the last census report
shows that there are 9»500,000 persons of foreign birth
in the United States, but we do not require them to be
photographed. I want to exclude the Chinese from coming
here, but I see no reason why we should, by this bill.
Impose upon them the additional burden of being photo¬
graphed.^'
This portion of the bill was defended by Representative Blair
of New Hampshire, who declared:
There is no disgrace in the photograph. ... Is any
honest man ashamed of his picture ... V/hat are we to say
of our honorable ex-speakers for all time hanging in the
adjoining room ... Is that a rogue's gallery?^”







I do not believe that jt is necessary for the pro¬
tection of our fellow-citizens on the Pacific Coast that
we shall violate the principles of Justice and right. I
will not consent to hold that men are necessarily liars
because of their color.^9
Petitions poured into Congress from church organizations
begging for an extension of time for the Chinese to register,
but Representative Geary thought that the church should let
politics alone.To this Representative Hill took issue and
vras astounded that Mr. Geary should speak so harshly of the in¬
terference of the church in politics. He thought the bill was
legislation and not politics. He, also, spoke of the extra¬
territoriality privileges of toericans in China of all the im¬
munities and privileges that Americans had received by the
Treaty of 1880, and that these privileges were for all Americans
from the drunken sailor to the great merchants or the missionary,
The report of the treasurer showed that there was not
enough money to enforce the Geary Act, and urged that this bill
should be permitted to pass as an economical means of saving the
government millions of dollars. The report showed that at the
end of the allotted one year, there were 85,000 Chinese subject
to deportation; that it cost fifty-one dollars to return one
Chinese to China and there v:as only 25,000 to carry out the
act.^^
^9ibid.. p. 2435.




The message of the Chinese Minister concerning the Geary
Act was read. The Minister stated that:
VJe have shown how the Scott Bill, passed by the Con¬
gress of 1888, was a clear violation of the Treaty of 1880,
Your own silence on the subject must be understood to be a
recognition that what we have charged is true. In fact
your own Supreme Court has admitted it. But this bill
does worse injury than the Scott Bill ... Under such a
state of relations I cannot understand why the Honorable
Congress should be so hasty to pass laws which violate
the very treaty which your government asked China to make,
and I cannot believe that the enlightened Chief Magistrate
of this great country will join with thee in such treaty
violations by approving this bill.
The message from the Chinese Minister had some effect, and over
the protests of the West Coast delegation, who expressed their
disgust by declaring that this was no election year and the
Chinese question was not needed as a vote-getter, became a law
on November 3> 1893
Within a year after the Act of 1893» China again asked for
negotiations for a new treaty. Negotiations were successful
and a new treaty was proclaimed on December 8, 1894, which pro¬
vided for the exclusion of all Chinese laborers for a term of
ten years. Those who returned to China were allowed to reenter
the United States if they had left behind a wife, child, parent
or property valued at 1,000.00 somewhere in the United States.
Registration was continued; in fact, the treaty practically
covered the same grounds as existing legislation, except that
part of the act of October 1, 1888, which refused Chinese la¬
borers the right to return.
^Ibid.. p. 3127.
^^Ibid.. 57th Cong., 1st sess.(1902), p. 3828.
46
For the next few years there was no major Chinese legisla¬
tion passed, however, as the time came for the lapse of the
period of exclusion provided by the Act of 1892, new interest
became intense especially on the '’■“est Coast.
In the annual message of December 10, 1901, President
Roosevelt made recommendations regarding the Chinese, he said:
I regard it as necessary to reenact Immediately the
law excluding Chinese laborers, and to strengthen it
wherever necessary^in order to make its enforcement en¬
tirely effective.
Consequently, on January l6, 1902, Senator Mitchell of Oregon
introduced a bill S. 2960, to prohibit the coming of Chinese
into the United States and regulating their residence within
her territories.A similar bill, H. R. 9330, was introduced
in the House by Mr. Kahn of California.On March 26, 1902,
the Committee on Foreign Affairs reported Mr. Kahn's bill with a
substitute, H. R. I303I. Several provisions of the bill were
stricken out because they were considered unconstitutional. The
committee proposed excluding all Chinese laborers, but wanted to
avoid any discourtesy or annoyance to any genuine merchant or
student, etc., on the ground that this attitude was necessary
in the Interest of commerce with China. It also struck out a
clause forbidding the employment of Chinese on ships carrying
the American flag on the Pacific Ocean, because the Injury that
^^Theodore Roosevelt, The T^orks of Theodore Roosevelt. XVII
(New York, 1925), IO8.




would accrue to American shipping. The committee recommended
exclusion until 1914 and required Chinese laborers in the Philip¬
pines to procure certificates through a system of United States
Officers delegated and appointed from f^ashington.^^
The Mitchell and Kahn bills were considered too severe and
v/ere amended by providing that all existing laws be reenacted
to continue in force until a new treaty should be negotiated.
The bill was partially a compromise, for instead of extending
exclusion until 1914^ the only words of limitations were "they
shall extend so far as is not inconsistent with treaty obliga¬
tions until otherwise provided by law.” The other compromise
measure was that instead of a system of United States officers,
delegated and appointed from Washington, issuing certificates
in the Philippines, the work would be done by those appointed
by the Philippine Commission.' By the bill all laws were ex¬
tended to the Insular possessions. The bill passed and was
approved by the President on April 29, 1902.^^
The refusal of China to continue the Treaty of 1894 after
1904 caused Congress to pass more Chinese legislation on April
27j 1904, which "reenacted, extended and continued without modi¬
fication, limitation or condition, all laws then in force in so
far as they were not inconsistent with treaty obligations."^^
^^Ibid.. p. 4792.
^^Ibid.
^^Ibid., 57th Cong., 1st sess • (1902), p. 722.
^^Ibid.. 58th Cong., 2d sess, (1904), p. 5845.
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By the act of 1904 all existing legislation was continued
in force until otherwise provided for by law. All legislation
was entended to the insular possessions, and Chinese immigration
from these Islands to the United States, or from one Island group
to another was prohibited, although moving from island to island
of the same group was allowed. Certificates of residence were,
also, required in the insular possessions. As usual the same
old arguments were given. Senator Patterson of Colorado said:
They (Chinese) came with their filth and opium, with
their pagan rites and superstitions, with their utter lack
of morals, with their Imitative skill and patient industry
... the low wage and servile toil gave them preference
over the white competitor
Representative Clark of Missouri said;
No use dodging it, the Chinese problem is to the
Pacific Coast what the Negro problem is to southern states,
except that the race question in the south is entirely
domestic, while the race question on the Pacific Coast is
complicated with an international question.
Although additional Chinese legislation has been intro¬
duced in following Congresses, the law of 1904 still stands.
Popular sentiment, while condemning the way the Chinese have
been treated, has for the most part acquiesced in their ex¬
clusion. The old ground of inalienable right to migrate has
been abandoned and the United States seems content that a race
which seems so difficult of amalgamation with our own should be






America is a nation of nations, composed of immigrants of
all walks of life, who came to America for a great variety of
reasons - adventure, escape from poverty, unhappiness and per¬
secutions, and to find prosperity and opportunity. Up to lc82,
the gates were wide open and although American politics had
always had some degree of nativism, the American people as a
whole welcomed those who wished to come to the "land of oppor¬
tunity." America was truly a melting-pot. States rights were
the main issue of the day and there was not enough concern over
immigration to warrant Federal legislation.
The first legislation against the immigrant w^ere the Alien
and Sedition Acts passed by Congress in June and July, 1798,^
during the administration of John Adams, This was the first
organized political attack on the immigrant in the history of
the nation. This legislation, while important because of the
crisis that existed at that time, was designed primarily to de¬
prive Jefferson’s party of the Immigrant vote,^
^1 Stat. 570.
^C. B. Swisher, American Constitutional Development
(Boston, 19^3), PP. 8^-93*
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The Federalists wished to break the alliance between
Jefferson and the immigrants, who could become full-fledged
American voters and politicians after five years. The dis-
sention raised and agitated by the Federalist in the residence
requirement of inmiigrants for naturalization led to the passage
of the Naturalization Act of 1798, which raised the residence
requirement from five to fourteen years,3 Hie Federalist sought
to treat political opposition as a crime. These laws were Im.-
mediately repealed when Jefferson became President. From then
on, Jefferson stressed the natlvist element in all opposition
parties, consequently, for many years the Democratic party re¬
mained as a special friend of the immigrant.
With the growth of manufactures, there arose a demand par¬
ticularly for skilled workers, as a result, there developed a
more favorable attitude toward immigration. The difficulty of
securing American workers led manufacturers to seek foreign
laborers, and for a while sentiment not only became favorable,
but went so far as to encourage immigration.
The first Federal immigration law, passed in 1819, was in
the nature of a regulatlon-of-traffic law. Ship owners had been
overloading their ships with steerage passengers and had few
supplies to meet the needs of the passengers. This law provided






protected the immigrant in the course of his Journey and, there¬
fore, served indirectly to encourage immigration.7
The need for workers was steadily increasing and that was
the dominant consideration. An element of sentiment kept the
doors open to all newcomers. In 1864, at President Lincoln's
recommendation. Congress passed "An Act to Encourage Immigra¬
tion," The law provided for the appointment of a commissioner
of Immigration under the Department of State. Contract labor
regulations established by the commissioner permitted Immigrants
to pledge the wages of their labor for a term not exceeding
twelve months to repay their expenses of Immigration. A general
assistance office was set up in New York to arrange for the
transportation of immigrants to their destination and protect
them from fraud. The act was, however, repealed in I869.®
Although the Act of 1864 was repealed, it was not intended
as an offense against immigration. Much encouragement was
shown by the passage of the Homestead Act of 1879,^ and by the
various activities of steamship companies, railway and land
agencies.
In 1871, the Federal Government published a "Special Report
on Immigration" written by Edward Young, Chief of the Bureau of




Stevenson, op. cit.. p. 139.
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StatisticsIt contained 231 pages of vital information for
immigrants. It showed prices on food, land, facilities for
markets, kinds of labor in demand. Thousands of copies were
sent to Europe and the American Consuls reported that the docu¬
ments had great Influence, since the immigrants placed more
confidence in the National Government that they did in State
Governments.
Hostilities, however, soon began to replace the favorable
attitude towards immigration. So many ’’new Immigrants” came in
that many native Americans began to become concerned over the
change in source. The number of immigrants coming into America
resulted in numerous petitions pouring into Congress that prayed
for legislation to combat the evils resulting from the steadily
increasing stream of immigrants coming to America.
By the decision of the Supreme Court in the ’’Passenger
Cases,Congress assumed control of immigration. President
Arthur, in his message to Congress on December 6, l88l, recom¬
mended legislation regarding the supervision and transitory
care of the immigrant at ports of debarkation.^^
In that session of Congress, the immigration question was
discussed, and the first effective national legislation was
enacted on August 3> 1882. The act entitled, ”A Bill to Regulate
^^Congressional Record. 43d Cong., 1st sess. (I89I), p. 3838.
^^An examination of the Records of the 44th, 45th, and 46th
Congresses showed that over 5000 such petitions were presented.
13i07 U. S. 259.
^^Congressional Record. 47th Cong., 1st sess. (1882), p. 23.
the Carriage of Passengers by Sea," provided for a tax levy of
fifty cents; it authorized the Secretary of the Treasury to
arrange with the various states for the care and detention of
immigrant convicts, lunatics. Idiots and persons likely to
become public charges; it provided for the protection of im¬
migrants against fraud and against loss upon and after arrival;
and it enumerated paupers, convicts or accused persons, other
than political offenders, and all persons suffering from any
mental ailment as the excluded classes, and it made provision
for their detention and deportation.
The discussion in the House was as brief as the bill itself.
It covered only seven pages of the printed record and stands in
eloquent contrast to the lengthy discussions which followed in
later Congresses on the subject. Yet, these brief discussions
cast an interesting light upon the attitude of the time.^^
Representative Dunnel, of Minnesota, spoke against the
bill. He said:
New York reaps the principal fruit of the coming of
immigrant laborers, let New York pay the bill. No city
in the Union reaps so rich an income from immigration as
the city of New York, It is impossible for the most in¬
significant Immigrant to land in New York and get out of
leaving without leaving one, two, three, four, or five
dollars ,,, I am radically opposed to imposing the charge
of one dollar, or even fifty cents upon any man, woman or
child who may land in the city of New York from any portion
of the globe,
1^ 22 Stat. 214.
^^Congressional Record. 47th Cong., 1st sess,(l882), pp.
5404-54i1.
^'^Ibid.. p. 3012.
Representative Cox, of New York urged passage of the bill be¬
cause :
Immigrants are the class which cannot afford cabin
comforts. They are steerage passengers. ’Ve owe it to
this class, which is doing so much for our land to pro¬
vide for their health, comfort and safety.^®
The law in itself was of no great importance since it
dealth primarily with head taxes and with the detention and
deportation of undesirable defectives, however, it was of im¬
portance as the first effective Federal Immigration law. It
introduced the negative principle of selection by rejection of
those at the botom of the social ladder rather than a selection
of those with skills. It was not a restriction because it
failed to keep out many who were not wanted.
The time was not ripe for a restriction, not even for
regulation. The country needed laborers and employers ransacked
the earth to get them. Most Ttestern states appropriated large
sums of money to establish information agencies in Europe.
Numberless letters, maps, guides, views, journals, diaries,
histories and even novels presenting the opportunities of the
New World made their way to the Old World.^9
Labor organizations were becoming stronger and demanded
better wages and working conditions. In order to resist labor’s
demand, employers began to contract for European laborers, who
received lower wages than those asked for by labor unions.
American laborers became infuriated. The Knights of Labor
^Qlbid.. p. 3018.
^^Ibld.. 5lst Cong., 1st sess.Cl891), p. 953
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conducted vigorous propaganda and poured petitions into Congress
urging legislation to prevent the importation of labor under
contract. Numerous bills were Introduced - "A Bill to Protect
American Workers" (H. R. 1798); "A Bill to Prohibit Paupers"
(H, R. 5602); "A Bill to Prohibit the Importation of Laborers
Under Contract" (H, R, 2550) - in the first session of the
Forty-eighth Congress,20
Finally in response to the pressure of the labor unions,
Congress passed "An Act to Prohibit the Importation of Foreigners
and Aliens Under Contract to Perform Labor in the United States,
Its Territories and the District of Columbia," on February 26,
1885,^^
Representative Foran of Ohio, who introduced the bill,
H, R. 2550, gave as his reason "The protection of workmen who
pay taxes and fight our battles against the American capitalists
and corporation whose love of self was above the love of their
country and humanity and who even imported large numbers of de¬
graded, ignorant, brutal Italians and Hungarian laborers,"^^
To support his contention, he produced a copy of the minutes of
the Window Glass Manufacturers Meeting, held at Long Branch,
New Jersey, on July 11, I883, in which the treasurer had been
"authorized to pay a sum not to exceed thirty dollars per head
for each blower or gatherer brought over from Europe after
^*^Ibid,, 48th Cong., 1st sess*(l885)j p. 5349*
2^24 Stat. 4l4.
^^Congressional Record. 48th Cong., 1st sess,Cl885)» P* 5350*
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August 1, 1883, provided they were employed by some member of
this association and the person is not a worker who has been
here within the past twelve months.” Debates on the bill were
many and for the first time the race issue became a factor in
general immigration. Senator Morgan of California, who only a
short while before had argued for protection of Pacific Coast
workmen against Chinese labor added this animosity; he could
not bear to place white people in the same category with the
Chinese. He said: ”I do not want to disgrace and dishonor them
them in that way, I shall never vote for It."^^ Senator Blair
of New Hampshire was for the protection of American labor, and
this bill was "protection not only against the competition of
the pauper and ill paid labor of Europe, but against the most
infamous free trade in labor Itself, which import men under
servile contract that is worse than the African slavery of the
South, an ignoble and degrading competition.’*^^ He also spoke
against the capitalist by saying that the capitalist was selfish
and wished more than his share and sent agents to foreign
countries to bring back cheap labor,
A more reasonable excuse for not favoring the bill was that
given by Senator Lapham of New York, who begged for the thousands
of individuals who saved and denied themselves in order to bring
their relatives and friends over. He was not in favor of the
clause which made it a violation to come to America on a ticket






Some of the arguments were contradictory in that they
sought to exclude those who came with no knowledge of a job on
the grounds that they might become public charges. At the same
time, they sought to exclude those who came under contract on
the ground that they would displace American laborers. How¬
ever, the cry of the American workman was again heeded; the
precedent had already been set in the Chinese Restriction Act
of May 6, 1882, for the restriction of immigrants whose low
standards of living and industriousness enabled them to displace
native Americans when thrown into competition with them. In
dealing with the Chinese there were different considerations
than those found in the European situation. The Chinese were
of a distinct race and religion, who had gained the prejudice
of the entire Pacific Coast. The European situation was dif¬
ferent, since this was the fatherland of the Americans and any
restriction that could be adopted must be against a specific
evil. In this instance, the evil was the artificial immigration
induced by employers for the purpose of breaking labor organi¬
zations. This law was aimed solely at those American employers
who Induced alien immigration. Immigrants, who came of their
free will or on the representation of relatives or friends were
exempted from the operation of the law. In its final passage,
the law forbade the importation of aliens on a contract to
perform work of any kind except skilled labor in a new industry
that could not be obtained anywhere else.^'^
188
^"^Edith Abbott, Immigration (Chicago, 192^+), pp. I86-
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During each successive Congress, numerous petitions were
read, and some type of bill dealing with immigration was intro¬
duced. In spite of restrictive legislation, m.any excluded
persons continued to come in. A petition from Massachusetts
asked for such amendments of existing laws that would effectually
exclude them because:
It is an undisputable and well established fact that
convicts are not only released from prison, but that they
are transported to this country either at expense of
foreign government, or by associations acting in concert
with the officials, who in disregard of international
comity, violate the laws of the United States thus im¬
posing their burdens upon the people of this country.
It is interesting to note that labor alv/ays took the lead
for restriction, while capital and organizations composed of
"new immigrants" were against restrictions. From the labor
unions came petitions to exclude foreigners from jobs on public
works. From immigrant societies - Turnvereln and Turnerbund -
came petitions asking that no changes be introduced. These
petitions had their effect on the kind of bill introduced. An
example of the type of bill Introduced was the one by Senator
Mitchell of Oregon entitled, a bill "to prohibit objectionable
foreign immigration, encourage desirable immigration, defend
American institutions and protect American labor.^9 This bill,
S. ^53> was not acted upon.
From 1882 to 1888, aside from the enactment of the contract




Congressional Record. 50th Cong. 1st sess • (1888), p.
Ibid.. 5lst Cong., 1st sess* (1891), p. l6.
59
legislation. Numerous bills in amendment to the laws of l882
were introduced, but no action was taken upon them.^O
During this period, however, there was considerable agi¬
tation for the further restriction or regulation of immigration
and in 1888, the House of Representatives passed a resolution
in v/hlch note was taken of the charges of prominent journals
that the laws prohibiting the importation of contract laborers,
convicts and paupers v/ere being extensively evaded because of
the lack of machinery to enforce them. This resolution
authorized the appointment of a select committee to investi¬
gate the matter. The committee, known as the Ford Committee,
reported at the following session of Congress.The report
stated that each year there were thousands of alien paupers,
insane persons and idiots landed in this country, who became a
burden upon the States, where they happened to gain a settle¬
ment; that many of these were assisted to emigrate by the of¬
ficials of the country from v/hlch they came; that the number
of persons not lawfully entitled to land in the United States,
who came in by the way of the Canadian frontier was large and
was becoming a serious danger, the testimony showing that in
many instances immigrants coming by steamer to Quebec had
within forty-eight hours after their arrival there been ap¬
plicants for shelter in the almshouses of the State of New
York, The committee, also, declared that the law of 1882,
as regards the excluding of convicts, had been and was being
^'^Ibid., 49th Cong., 1st sess. (I886), p. 319.
^^Ibid.. 50th Cong., 2d sess. (I889), p. 997.
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repeatedly violated to such an extent that it demanded remedial
legislation and that the contract labor law was easy to violate
and conviction under it hard to secure. To remedy these de¬
fects, the committee recommended that the enforcement of all
acts relating to the regulating of immigration be intrusted
solely to the Federal Government rather than to state authori¬
ties, as was provided under the law of 1882. The committee
praised the immigration of the past, but said that it could not
praise the immigration then coming in. The idea of selection
was emphasized, and it was asserted that "the time had come to
draw the line and to select the good from the bad, because the
country could not properly assimilate them.."^^
Besides excluding idiots, paupers, lunatics and convicts,
the committee proposed to add to the excluded classes, polyga¬
mists, anarchists and persons affected with a loathsome or
dangerous contagious disease. The provisions of the contract
labor law were, also, incorporated in the recommendation, with
the provision that any person found in the United States,
having come contrary to law should be deported within two years
at the expense of the transportation company bringing him. All
aliens were also required to bring a consular certificate of
immigration showing that they were not among the classes ex¬
cluded by the United States law. Congress, however, did not
act upon the recommendations of the Ford committee.




1889, a standing Committee on Immigration in the Senate and a
Select Committee on Immigration and Naturalization in the House
vrere established. In I89O these committees were authorized
jointly to make an inquiry relative to immigration and to in¬
vestigate the workings of the various laws of the United States
and of the several states relative to immigration.8^ Various
reports were submitted and the conclusion of the committee was
that a radical change in the Immigration laws was not advisable,
although it had been found that throughout the country there
existed a stronger demand for a stricter enforcement of the
Immigration laws.85 is interesting to note that during
1890, one or more political parties in twenty-three states had
demanded additional regulation of immigration.88
The investigation of the comm.ittee showed that large num¬
bers of immigrants v'ere being landed every year in violation of
the law of 1882, the chief cause of which was the divided
authority provided for the execution of the Immigration act.
The committee recommended that the enforcement of all immigra¬
tion acts designed to regulate immigration should be entrusted
to the Federal Government and not to the states. The coimnlttee,
also, recommended machinery to carry out the immigration laws.87
^^Ibid.. 5lst Cong., 1st sess, (I89I), pp. 263-323.
85_jbld.
^
Jenks, on. cit,. p. 3^0*
^'^Congressional Record, 5lst Cong., 1st sess. (l891)j
p. 5118.
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Daring the second session of the fifty-first Congress,
more than four hundred petitions were presented concerning
immigration. The joint committee introduced a hill, H. R.
13586, entitled, "An amendment of the various acts relative to
immigration and the importation of aliens under contract or
agreement to perform labor.The bill was heatedly debated;
many issues besides the race question were introduced. The
debatable issues were states rights, assisted immigration and
the prohibition of advertising in foreign countries. Repre¬
sentative Thomas, of Wisconsin, argued against the assistance
clause; he was from a state inhabited largely by immigrants
and he did not believe in passing a lavj that would "exclude
the young men of my state from sending for their fathers and
mothers to come to this country and put upon the fathers and
mothers that provision that they must affirmatively and satis¬
factorily show that they are not criminals, that they have
never been convicted of Infamous crimes before they can be ad-
mi tted.'’39
To defend this portion of the bill was Representative
Oates of Alabama, who argued that this was necessary, cited the
Instance of Italians in New York who bought up large numbers
of tickets and sent them to Europe. In Biarope, agents secured
workers to come to America, where they were farmed out to large
40





Representative Caswell, of Wisconsin was against taking
certain states rights away. Aliens had been permitted in
certain states to vote on making a declaration that he in¬
tended to become a citizen. The new bill sought to repeal that
part of the statute authorizing preliminary declarations. Cas¬
well argued that the result of this would be that no foreigner
could become a voter anywhere in the United States until he had
lived here five years and had actually become a citizen. This
denied states of setting their voters* qualification.^^ Repre¬
sentative Herbert of Alabama felt that states had the right to
grant suffrage to aliens, and that if the bill became law,
IlO
states should dispense with that qualification. Representa¬
tive Oates felt that no state should be allowed to m.ake an
alien a voter or give him power to hold office
Representative Steward of Texas, who felt that the South
needed "white immigrants" spoke against the bill. He stated
that the South had never sought immigrants and few' had gone
there because of slave competition, but the South now needed
and was inviting immigrants to come and help make the section
as prosperous as the Northwest whose prosperity was due to
immigration. V-Tien asked by Representative Oates v/hether he
thought that the low class of immigrants who were coming in at





more ignorant and a great deal more vicious, was at all de¬
sirable, he replied; ”1 believe in the white man there will
be a greater outcome than in the Negro ... I will take him in
preference '^hen asked two questions by Representative
Geary of California, first, whether he objected to the Negro
on the grounds that he was ignorant, vicious and incapable of
civilization, and second, what difference did it make about
the color of the skin if the capacity for improvement was no
greater, Mr. Steward merely replied: "My section is in need
of white immigration, no matter from v/hence they come
He felt that the clause prohibiting the advertisement of in¬
ducements on foreign newspapers was discriminatory against the
South, because the Western States had been able to do so and
had thus settled their states and become prosperous. The South
should have the same chance.
Representative Lodge of Massachusetts was a supporter of
the bill; he argued that the bill was nothing new; it was only
an enforcement of the existing laws* He was opposed to a
system that continued to drag down the wages of American labor
by the importation of the cheapest, lowest and most Ignorant
labor of other countries. To further boost his point he read
a lengthy discussion on "The Restriction of Immigration" from




old reasons for the restriction of immigration.^’^
The law in its final section added to the list of excluded
persons those suffering from a loathsome or dangerous con¬
tagious disease and polygamists; it provided that "assisted
persons unless affirmatively shown they did not belong to any
excluded class should be debarred." This section did not ex¬
clude persons living in the United States from sending for a
relative or friend who was not one of the excluded classes.
Advertising in foreign newspapers was forbidden, but this did
not Include that done by states and Immigration Bureaus of
States who advertized their Inducements. For the first time
federal control of immigration v/as completely and definitely
established. Also, for the first time provision was made for
inspection on the border of California, All decisions of
inspection officials were final unless appeal was taken to the
Secretary of Treasury.
From the debates it is easily seen that restriction was
usually placed upon an underprivileged group w'hich had little
or no political strength in Congress.
Notwithstanding the new law, the question of immigration
continued to receive attention in Congress. A joint committee
on immigration was appointed on January 29, 1892, and charged
with investigating the workings of the various laws of the




contract laborers.ks This committee made a report on July
28th of the same year.^^ The committee found that many un¬
desirables continued to enter the United States. It recom¬
mended a more careful inspection of immigrants and requested
that the immigrant be examined at his foreign home, thus making
the steamship and transportation lines responsible for the
character of persons they brought. Bills embodying the recom¬
mendations of the committee passed in the Senate without de¬
bate, but the House took no action on them in that session.
During the second session of the fifty-second Congress,
two bills were introduced;one, S. 324-P established ad¬
ditional regulations concerning immigration, and the other,
S. 3663 entirely prohibited immigration for one year. These
bills sought to exclude in addition to those of March 3» l891»
all persons physically capable and over twelve who could hot
road and write with reasonable facility their own language;
those persons blind or cripple or otherwise physically im¬
perfect so that they were wholly or partially disabled from
manual labor, and sought to fxirther amend the ’’Passenger Act”
of 1882 by asking for better steerage conditions.
Evidence was Introduced to show how the steamship lines
^9congre3sional Record, Cong., 1st sess. (I892), p. 328.
^Qlbid.. p. 6902.
^^Ibid., 52d Cong., 1st sess. (I892). For a discussion of
S. 3050 and S. 315 see pages 2365-2468; 2503-2550.
^^Ibld., 52d Cong., 2d sess. (1893)» P» !•
^3lbid.
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courted newspaper reporters and their families by entertaining
them on week-end parties on their steamships, yet these same
lines brought in over 2,200 steerage passengers at one time.
The testimony of a prominent doctor of New York, Dr. Stephen
Smith, recorded in the Congressional Record of that session
stated that:
The extreme filthiness of immigrant ships has long
been a crying evil. Steamships arrived at the port of
New York during last September, carrying upwards of one
thousand passengers among whom cholera prevailed, which
was so filthy that quaranUne officials were nauseated
by the sights and smells.
The reason for the bill for total exclusion was to prevent an
epidemic of cholera then prevailing in Europe. The bill,
however, was deemed too severe and the following provision was
inserted in the general Quarantine Act:
That w'henever it shall be shown to the satisfaction
of the President that by reason of the existence of
cholera or other infectious or contagious disease in a
foreign country, there is a serious danger of the intro¬
duction of the same into the United States, and that not
withstanding the quarantine defense, this danger is so
increased by the Introduction of persons or property from
such country, that a suspension of the right to intro¬
duce the same is demanded in the Interest of the public
health, the President shall have the power to prohibit in
whole or in part the introduction of person and property
from such countries or places as he shall designate and
for such period of time as he m*ay deem necessary.55
The other bill, S. 3250, presented by the Senate committee
provided for the first time an educational test as a'means of
restriction. The arguments against the bill pointed out that




labor.It was further argued that the country was not de¬
manding the exclusion of any but criminals and paupers. 7/hile
there were some who favored a more radical restriction than
was proposed by the committee, the idea of promoting a better
enforcement of the existing laws prevailed and a less radical
law approved March 3j 1893.^'^ The important provision of this
law was that boards of special inquiry should pass upon the
admissibility of immigrants.
In spite of the new law, the question of immigration con¬
tinued to receive attention in Congress and was greatly agi¬
tated by the industrial depression, I89O-I896, and the general
curtailment of industry. Notwithstanding the many investiga¬
tions, however, with the exception of an amendment to an ap¬
propriation act in 189^^^ raising the head tax from fifty cents
to one dollar, no immigration legislation was enacted until
1903.
In 1896, Senator Lodge of Massachusetts, introduced a bill,
S. 1685) to amend the immigration laws of the United States,
which excluded those over fourteen years of age v;ho could not
read or write.He argued that the test would "bear most
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twenty years swelled the population to enormons proportions;
it would not affect the 'old inmiigration’ at all,” He cited
the report of the Immigration Investigating Com.mission to shov/
that illiteracy ran parallel with the slum population, with
criminals, paupers, and Juvenile delinquency, and that the il¬
literates soon became wards of charitable institutions.^^
Representative Gibson of New York was against the bill, he
stated;
We will educate them when they get here. We will
find the task less difficult to make a homogeneous mass
of these people, adopting them to our customs and ...
W'e do not them partial to the learning and culture of
Europe...
The bill passed both Houses but was vetoed by President Cleve¬
land on March 2, 1897. He objected to the radical change from
the previous national policy relating to immigration, which
welcomed all who came. In referring to the claim that the
quality of recent immigration was undesirable. President Cleve¬
land said:
The time is quite with recent memory when the same
thing was said of imjT-igrants who v/ith their descendants
are now numbered among our best citizens
He did not believe that the bill would protect against any evils
to those who could read and write, because he thought it was
safer to "admit a hundred thousand who though unable to read
and v'rite seek among us only a home and opportunity to work





read and v^rlte, but delights in arousing by inflammatory speech
the illiterate and peacefully inclined to discontent." Those
classes which should be excluded, he claimed, should be
legislated against directly.
The House passed the bill over the President's veto,^^ but
4 A
the Senate took no action. ^ It must be remembered that Presi¬
dent Cleveland was a Democrat,' while Senator Lodge was a Repub¬
lican.
Thus the Literacy Test suffered its first blow, but behind
it stood the figure of the tenacious little man, Senator Lodge,
who was destined to remain in Congress many years after Presi¬
dent Cleveland had gone out of office.
In the fifty-fifth Congress, the bill which President
Cleveland vetoed was again introduced and passed in the Senate^^
but the House refused to pass it.^®
In his annual message to Congress on December 3j 1901,
President Roosevelt stated that;
Our present Im.mlgratlon laws are unsatisfactory.
There should be a comprehensive law enacted with the
object of working a three-fold Im.provement over our
present system. First, we should aim to exclude ab¬
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^Qlbld.. p. 7321.
71
believers in anarchistic principles or members of anarchistic
societies, but also persons who are of low moral tendency
or of unsavory reputation... The second object of a proper
immigration law ought to be secure by a careful and not
merely perfunctory educational test, but some intelligent
capacity to appreciate iimerican institutions and act
sanely as American citizens and, finally all persons should
be excluded who are below certain standards of economic
fitness with American labor. There should be proper proof
of personal capacity to earn an American living and enough
money to insure a decent start under American conditions
• • • • ^ /
This message voiced the agitation for further restriction of
immigration v/hich had been growing during the years after the
passage of the Act of 1893*
A bill, H. R. 12199, was Introduced in the House during the
first session of the fifty-seventh Congress.70 While the bill
was before the House, an amendment was added providing for the
exclusion of all persons over fifteen who were unable to read
the English language, excepting the wife, children under
eighteen years of age and parents and grandparents of admissible
immigrants. The amendment was adopted by the House,but the
Senate did not act upon it until the next session. Besides
eliminating the educational test and raising the head tax from
one dollar to two dollars, the Senate added provisions that made
it unlawful for any person to assist in the unlawful entry or
naturalization of alien anarchists.The President approved
the bill March 3, 1903.^^ This act consolidated all legislation
^9Ibid.. 57th Cong., 1st sess. (1901)., p. 84.
yOlbid.. p. 100.
^^Ibid.. p. 2112




From Farch 3, 1903, until the act of February 20, 1907, no
laws were enacted by Congress. The Department of Commerce and
Labor was established on February l4, 1903,^^ and the Commissioner
General of Immigration was placed under jurisdiction and super¬
vision of that department. On June 29, 1906, the designation
of the Bureau of Immigration was changed to the Bureau of Im¬
migration and Naturalization.
Continued agitations poured into Congress for restrictions
or a stricted supervision of immigration. In the fifty-eighth
Congress, a bill, 3. 15, was introduced; this bill' proposed to
limit the number of aliens from any one nation allowed to enter
the United States in any fiscal year to eighty thousand, but no
action was taken upon it.'^^
During the second session of the fifty-ninth Congress, a
bill, S. 2185, was Introduced in the Senate by Senator Dilling¬
ham of Vermont. The bill provided for important administrative
changes in the Immigration Act of 1903. By this bill the head
tax was raised from, two to five dollars; imbeciled, feeble-minded
persons, unaccompanied children under seventeen years of age who
were found to be mentally or physically defective, such defect
being of a nature which would affect the ability of the alien to
earn a living, were added to the excluded list; the provision of
the existing law excluding prostitutes, was amended to exclude
women or girls who came to the United States for the purpose of
7^32 Stat. 828.
'^^Congressional Record. 58th Cong.^ 1st sess. (1903), p. 108.
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prostitution or for any other immoral purpose; steamship com.-
panies were required to furnish lists of outgoing passengers
Debates introduced sectionalism as well as the racial ele¬
ment. Senator Bacon, of Georgia, said that the South needed
v/orkers for the mills; he mentioned the fact that there were
plenty of colored people in the South, but they could not work
in the mills.When asked by Senator Beveridge of Indiana, why
no Negroes could work in the mills, he answered that he did not
know. Senator Beveridge answered that the reason was that white
people would not work in the mills with them.^^ Senator Tillman
of South Carolina declared that Negroes had been tried in the
mills, but "their habits of work, their characteristics, their
Inability to maintain the continued alertness of mind necessary
to care for the machinery made it impossible to run a factory
with only Negro help.”'^^ An editorial in the Atlanta Journal
on December 23, 1906, entitled, "The Importance of Immigration,"
was read; it stated that:
The rise in wages on account of the indolence of the
Negro population has really added to the scarcity of labor.
A Negro hand can now make enough'^ln two days to support
himself for the whole week. It is true that some will work
the whole week, and lay up a little money for a rainy day,
but the majority of them will work the two days and loaf
the other five ... Of course the South wants desirable
7634 Stat. 898.




alements. We will prefer not to have the Latin element
which have gotten upon such free and easy terms with the
Negro population as to effect a perfect social equality.80
Tied in with the immigration question was a jealousy be¬
tween the North and the South. Senator Bacon accused the North
of trying to repress industrial developments in the South by
those engaged in the same industry in the North.8l After much
debating82 and many conferences,83 the bill was finally approved
and became law on February 20, 1907.
The next important addition to the immigration legislation
was the Act of March 26, 1910, however, no Congress was without
its share of petitions praying for more stringent immigration
laws. By this act, sections two and three of the immigration
law of February 10, 190?> were amended to more effectively pre¬
vent their control by importers and others after their admission
to the United States.85 These amendments, contained in H. R..
12315} followed recommendations of the Immilgration Commission
contained in a report of the comm.ission on the importation and
harboring of women for immoral purposes.86 [phe committee
studied such phases as recruiting, importation, etc., and made
investigations over a period of years. They had been empowered
^^Ibid.. p. 3085.
Q^Ibld.. p. 3018.
^^Ibid.. pp. 2808-2817; 3210-3232.
®^IMd., pp. 3083-3099.
8^34 Stat. 898. .
^^Congressional Record. 6lst Cong., 2d sess, (1910), p.
144.
^^Ibid.. p. 5. (Appendix)
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to do the work since November, 1907. The report stated;
The motive of business profit is the impulse which
creates and upholds this traffic ... The work is strictly
for profit ... The procurers with their cunning knowledge
of human nature, play upon the laudable thrift and desire
to secure a tetter livelihood, upon the praiseworthy trusts
and loyalty which Innocent girls have for those to whom
they have given their affection, even upon their sentiments
of religion to get their victims into their toils and then
in the pursuit of their purposes with a cruelty at times-
fiendish in its calculating coldness and brutality, they
exploit their attractiveness to the utmost.”'
The investigation showed that:
The women who come into the country Innocent and are
placed in this business ... enter life of such physical
ills and .moral degradation and relatively few find it
possible to regain any status of respectability -or com¬
fortable livihg. Few are rescued.°°
Debates Were on that section which stated that:
Any person who procures or causes to be procured, or
pays for directly any ticket or other evidence or right of
transportation whereby any person is enabled or assisted
to go from one state, territory or district into another
state, territory or district for the purpose of therein
engaging in the practice of prostitution, or for any other
lewd or lascivious purpose shall in every such case be
deemed guilty of a felony and on conviction thereof be im¬
prisoned not more than ten ygars and pay a fine of not more
than five thousand dollars.”^
The debates showed that the Senators felt that this was a police
power that belonged to the states and Congress had no authority
to pass any laws not specifically designated to it. Senator
Bartlett, of Georgia, wanted to know where Congress got its
power to deal with foreign commerce. He cited case after case
^^Ibid.
^^Ibid.
89 Ibid., p. 519.
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to show that police power belonged to the state 5 he read the
decision of Chief Justice l’'arshall in Gibbons vs, Ogden which
stated that:
Immorality, vice, pauperism, crime are not things to
be regulated by the United States, but are things to be
prohibited by the power having jurisdiction to prohibit
and punish them.90
Senator Goegel of Ohio said:
I am opposed to the "white slave" traffic. Prosti¬
tution is an evil. It must be eradicated under the police
pov/er of the states. Congress ought not to assume juris-
■ diction.91
Senator Richardson of Alabama declared:
The real correct analysis of this bill is that it
proposes to turn over to the jurisdiction of Congress ...
the authority to exercise police power that is inherent
to and rem.ains v;ith the state. ... It ^ police power7 is
the power to govern then and certainly to provide for the
health and morals of the people and make laws for the
punishment of crimes within its jurisdiction. Congress
has no police power except in the District of Columbia and
the Territories.92
Supporting debates for the bill were given by Senator Sabath of
Illinois, who stated that vice could be minimized through legi¬
slation; Senator Sims, of Tennessee, who said that the court
could decide on its constitutionality after the bill had passed,
and Senator Saunders, of Virginia, who begged for passage of
the bill because the "white slave" traffic had attained such
alarming and extensive proportions that it had been made the





France, Russia, Germany and the United States, and this bill was
intended as protection against the crime,93
Debates supporting the bill, also, stated that a state
could make a law making it a crime to buy tickets for prosti¬
tutes to go from one place to another within the state, but
Congress had the power to make it a crime to pass across the
state line. The bill was amended to provide for the punishment
and deportation of aliens, who in any way profited or derived
benefits from the proceeds of prostitution. After heated de¬
bates,9^ the bill entitled, "To Amend an Act Entitled, ’An Act
to Regulate the Immigration of Aliens into the United States.
Approved February 20, 19C7,'" was approved and became law on
March 26, 1910.'^^
A bill entitled "to further regulate interstate and foreign
commerce by prohibiting the transportation therein for immoral
purposes of women and girls," This law prohibited the trans¬
portation of persons from one state to another for the purpose
of prostitution; it also, provided for drastic punishment for
those engaged in this awful traffic. Debates were about the
same as those for H. R. I58l6, however, it too was approved on
June 25, 1910.96





The Immigration Commission, composed of three Senators,
three Representatives, and three civilians went to Europe, in
1912, to study the complete immigration situation, from the
conditions of the iram.lgrant before his embarkation, to the com¬
pleted Journey and settlement in America. The investigations
showed that there was a large over-supply of unskilled labor;
that most of those coming in at this time w^ere unskilled. They
recommended a literacy test,^'^
The report of the Immigration Commission recom.mending re¬
striction of immigration was followed b;^' the introduction of a
bill incorporating the same. In the Senate, a bill, (S. 3175)
was introduced by Senator Dillingham, of Vermont, and in the
House (H. R. 22335) by Representative Burnett, of Alabama, both
of whom had been members of the Commission. The literacy test
was again introduced and debated.Senator Martin of New
Jersey, expressed himself, he said:
I am opposed to a literacy test ... I claim that such
a test proves nothing. The most glib-tongued scoundrel
and consummate vlllian that God's sun ever shone upon
might be able to translate all the languages known to
the human tongue and yet be a man who would be evil and
detrimental.99
Much that had been said for and against the test was again
Introduced. The bill passed both Houses,^®® but received the
97congre5sional Record. 62d Cong., 2d sess. (1912), p.
2080.
9^Ibid.. 62d Cong., 3d sess. (1913), pp. 3531-35^7.
99ibid.. p. 51.
^^*^Ibid.. pp. 4906, 4917.
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veto from President Taft, who said, on February l4, 1913;
I do this with great reluctance. The till contains
many valuable amendments to the present immigration laws
which will Insure greater certainty in excluding unde¬
sirables ... The bill received strong support in both
Houses and was recommended by an able commission, after an
extended investigation and carefully drawn conclusions ...
But I cannot make up my mind to sign a bill which in its
chief provision violates a principle that ought, in my
opinion, be upheld in dealing with our immigration. I
refer to the literacy test.
The Senate refused to pass the bill over the President's veto,102
thus after sixteen years of warfare, the literacy test was again
defeated.
During the sixty-third Congress, the Burnett Bill, H. R.
6060, was introduced again; it was as vigorously debated.1^3
The South supported the bill almost in a unit. In discussions
in the Senate on the bill. Senator Reed of Missouri presented
charts to show that on the last vote of the literacy test, the
states with the least foreign born were the strongest advocates
of the bill.^^^ The same ideas were again introduced. Although
the bill passed both Houses,it was again vetoed by the
President. This time President ”>llson said:
It is with unaffected regret that I find myself con¬
strained by clear conviction to return this bill ... with¬
out my signature ... This bill embodies a radical
IQllbid.. pp. 1-^.
l*^^Ibid.. p. 5017.
pp. 46-5^; 81-97} 256-266.
^^^Ibid.. p. 255.
^°^IMd., pp. 2973, 3013.
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departure from the traditional and long established policy
of this country, a policy in which our people have con¬
ceived the very mission and spirit of the nation in respect
to its relations to the peoples of the world outside their
borders. It seeks to all but close entirely the gates of
asylum which have alv/ays been open to those who could find
nowhere else, the right and opportunity of Constitutional
agitation for what they conceive to be the natural and in¬
alienable fights of men; and it excluded those to whom the
opportunities if elementary education have been denied,
without regard to their natural capacity. The literacy
test and the tests and restrictions which accompany it
constitute an.even more radical change in the policy of
the nation.
Led by Senator Lodge, of Massachusetts, Congress attempted to
pass the bill over the President’s veto, but failed.
During the first session of the sixty-fourth Congress, the
literacy test, H. R. 1038*+, with amendments, was again intro¬
duced.^*^® The same arguments for and against the test were
presented. Debates on the bill showed more prejudice than ever
before on the subject.a geographical exclusion clause was
inserted to exclude the darker races. The article read;
Unless otherwise provided for by existing treaties,
persons who are natives of islands not possessed by the
United States adjacent to the continent of Asia, situated
south of the 20th ’parallel of latitude north, west of l60
meridian of longitude east from Greenwich and north of the
10th parallel of latitude south, or who are natives of any
country, province or dependency situated on the continent
of Asia, west of the 110 meridian of longitude, east from
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Words could not be found to do exactly what was wanted. If one
race were excluded, another undesirable was let in. Senator
Vardeman, of Mississippi wanted to keep the Negro out moreso
than the Japanese; he could not see why the Japanese who were
more Intelligent that the Negro should be excluded and the Negro
permitted to come. Yet, when Africa was excluded, the Dutch,
German and English citizens of Africa were also excluded.
Finally, he had to admit to the truth when he said:
Really the purpose of this amendment is to exclude
people on account of their race rather than their intel¬
lectual acquirements. It is not so much a question of
book learning as it is a matter of blood. The best edu¬
cated Negro in the world is not as capable of understanding
the genius of American Institutes as the average illiterate,
sound-minded white man; it is not in the strain of blood...
I do not want to vitiate the pure Caucasian blood of Ameri¬
ca with the blood of the darker races of the Orient or the
degenerate races of Europe. If I had my way about it, I
would net permit any but the Caucasian races to enjoy the
privileges of citizenship.m
Senator Hardwick, from Georgia, added his prejudiced views.
He said:
The United States Government depends, upon the intel¬
ligence of the people who constitute its electorate; it
is right and proper that we should require of immigrants
who come to our shores the possession of a certain amount
of intelligence ... If I could have my way, I would write
in plain unvarnished and unmistakable language into the
American statutes that no immigrants could come to these
shores who were not of pure Caucasian blood, because after
all this country is the v^hite man's country. It seems to
me that the sound policy, the 5efe policy would be to ad¬
mit only Caucasian immigrants




words to exclude the darker races and yet admit those of the
white race living in the same parts with the darker races, was
evident. Senator Reed of Missouri sought to tack three amend¬
ments on to the bill so as to exclude the darker races, and at
the same time permit the white race. They were;
(1) Unless otherw'ise provided for by existing treaties,
persons who are natives of Africa, except persons
of the white race.113
(2) To exclude all, persons except white persons from the
West Indies.
C3) The provision shall not apply to white persons,
These amendments were not accepted, but throughout the debates,
he let his feeling be known, that he would gladly vote for a
bill to exclude every person v^ho was not of the white race,-^-*-®
Senator Lane of Oregon was in favor of keeping America
white, but he was not in favor of the harsh methods necessary
to accomplish it. He was not proud of the way Negroes had been
treated in this country. He traced the history of the Negro in
America and compared them with the "poor white trash" whom he
described as the most Ignorant of people who had neither re¬
spect from Negroes or planters. He mentioned the fact that the
Japanese w^ere brought to America by Caucasians w^o v/anted to













Senator Gallagher, of Illinois, argued against the bill.
He said:
With many states passing compulsory educational laws
v;hich prevent children from working before fourteen or
sixteen, and Congress passing a vocation education law to
instruct our youth in trades and other callings, where are
the laborers coming fromi? I do not know where people to
do the hard mianual labor that the poor aliens are doing
will come from.
After m.any such debates,^^® conferencesand more de-
bates,!^'^ the bill xvas passed and sent to the President.
For the second time President Wilson vetoed the bill. In
returning the bill without his signature, he said that he could
not rid himself of the conviction that the literacy test con¬
stituted a radical change in the policy of the nation which was
not justified. He felt that it was not a test of character or
of quality or of personal fitness, but it would operate in most
cases merely as a penalty for lack of opportunity in the country
from which the alien seeking admission had come. He stated
further that many had come to get an education and his experi¬
ence in the past had shov/n that the illiterate immigrant v/as
not such an undesirable immigrant
Efforts T/ere made to pass the bill without the President's






signature; these were successful and the bill became law,
February 5j 1917, without the signature of the President
The law of February 5, 1917, had no fundamental improve¬
ments. It did make certain important changes: it codified all
previous immigration legislation, extended the list of those
subject to exclusion, including among these the people of the
so-called "Barred Zone" which the law created; it imposed
greater fines upon steamship companies for bringing people sub¬
ject to exclusion and it strengthened the provisions concerning
deportation.12^ In exempting children under sixteen, accom¬
panying either parent, from the head tax, the law introduced a
constructive element in that it encouraged the coming of fami¬
lies as against individuals. The law recognized the necessitj'-
of dealing with the immigration problem internationally v/hen it
authorized the President to call, or appoint representatives to
participate in international conferences on immigration.
The literacy provision, which had caused so many debates
and was the main feature of the law, did nothing more than add
Illiterates to the list of excluded classes. The provision,
like most previous laws, was negative, in that it simply ex¬
cluded those who could not read. Had it provided for admission









possessed a definite amount of intelligence, it would have made
a positive contrltution. It only required the reading of forty
words in any language,This had nothing to do with selecting
desirable, workers or with choosing capable and intelligent
citizens.
However the literacy test went down into immigration and
American History with a unique record. It was a favorite of
politicians, race-purists, economists, and newspaper men; it
was voted upon and actually passed in one chainb#r or the other
of Congress thirty-two times; it was advocated by various Con¬
gressional Committees and by the Immigration Commission. It
was disapproved by three Presidents, vetoed four times, failed
to pass over executive veto twice and. finally became law with¬





During the period of Torld V/ar I, the European and home
orders for munitions and other war material created an abnormal
demand upon the manufacturing Industries of the United States.
At the same period, however, European immigration was almost
wholly cut off. Senator Dillingham, of Vermont, stated that
there were no immigrants from Europe to America during the War
period, 1915-1919Senator Hiram Johnson of California stated
that this decline was due to the fact that facilities were not
available; that the Far cost merchant marines heavily; that
ships were destroyed or converted to martial use and that the
movement of American soldiers to France required employment of
2
a tremendous tonnage throughout 1919•
As usual demand for American labor in the industries was
created by existing conditions. Unusual and unprecedented
prices were offered to the available young manhood of the
country who had not been called into the ranks. They responded
^Congressional Record. 67th Cong1st sess, (1929), p« 3.
^Ibid.. 69th Cong 1st sess, (1925) j P» II98O.
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in such large numbers that the agricultural and the rural com¬
munities of the United States were left substantially without
common labor. Although a depression existed after the T’ar
among the manufacturing industries, the young men did not re¬
turn to the farm, nor to the rural areas.^ It was estimated
that the supply of farm labor was much lower than at any time
in the past.^
In spite of the decline in immigration, restrictionists
were able to get through Congress on October 16, 1918, an act
entitled, ”An act to exclude and expel from the United States
aliens who are members of the anarchistic and similar classes.^
The act provided for the exclusion of aliens who were anar¬
chists; for the exclusion of aliens who advised, advocated or
taught opposition to all organized governments and for the
exclusion of aliens who believed in the overthrow of the
United States' Government, or in the unlawful damage, injury
or destruction of property or of sabotage.^
Immediately after the Armistice was signed, several self-
styled patriotic organizations Initiated a campaign, which had
for its purpose the creation of a feeling antagonistic to the
foreign-born and the immigrants who were born or came from
southern or eastern European countries. In Congressional






debates during the sixty-sixth Congress, Representative Blanton
of Texas said:
Many people who have come to our land since the
signing of the Armistice are people who do not believe in
government and who are against law and order. No man
should be permitted to stay in this country who is against
law and order ... This law will keep out the anarchists.7
An article appearing in the Literary Digest, further added
to flame and hysteria against immigration. The article stated:
In addition to citing our already existing unemploy¬
ment problem as a reason for checking the inrush of
foreigners many editorial observers warn us that a con¬
siderable number of newcomers are revolutionarynradicals,
who add to the ominous forces of social \inrest.“
An editorial in the New York Times for November 20, 1920,
that was quoted In the Congressional Record stated:
Clandestine societies have been organized to seek to
mold the plastic minds of our children in the hope that
destructive ideals will be Implanted ... boy orators on
Bolshevism have been trained to make soap-box speeches.9
This propaganda gave birth to a new idea, ’’Nordic Superi¬
ority." The place of birth was to be the yardstick for de¬
termining the mental, moral and physical fitness of a hiiman
being
A book written by Madison Grant added fuel to the "Nordic
Superiority" propaganda. Grant stated briefly that the tall,
long-headed blond, light eyed people, the so-called Nordics
7Congressional Record. 66th Cong., 3d sess. (1921), p. 132.
^Literary Digest. Dec. 18, 1920, p. 7.
^Ibid.
^^Ibid., 69th Cong., 1st sess. (1926), p. 12870.
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were the supreme-beings of the earth, and that all others were
scuraj that the dark eyed, or the dark short men with light eyes
or dark eyes were all "disharmonic" combinations and v/ere unfit
and a menace. He further stated that the Alpines and Mediter¬
raneans were inferior people; that they v/ere low-blood people
and that his infusion in American's veins would produce a
mongrel race unless they were stopped from entering the United
States,
During the fiscal year 1920, the number of aliens admitted
during the year was 430,001, but only five per cent of those
came from Europe, most of these came from Mexico and the West
Indies, Approximately ninety per cent of the immigration prior
to the World If/ar I, was derived from Europe. Emigration was
great at this time. For the six months, July-December 1920,
aliens departed for Europe in numbers aggregating about forty
per cent of the number admitted.Figures presented by Senator
Dillingham of Vermont tended to show that the emigration was
largely from the "new immigrant" group,^8
The depression immediately following World War I caused a
great deal of discussion on the immigration question. Labor,
again, took the lead for immigration restriction. For the
first time tangible evidence was available to show that Ameri¬
ca could do without additional foreign labor. Although American
^Madison Grant, The Passing of the Great Race (New York,
1923), PP. 19-36.
^^Congressional Record. 67th Cong., 1st sess. (1926), p. 6.
^^Ibid.
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industries grew during the ^'ar years, they v/ere conducted
without foreign immigration.
Articles appearing in m.agazines helped to spread some of
the anxiety of the time. An article in the Literary Digest
stated that:
At this moment, all records of immigration are being
broken, and that behind the men and women now crowding
through our gates at the rate of 125,000 a month are
countless others.-*-^
Records of the time clearly reflect the anxiety that all
this propaganda produced. From January 28, 1919 to June 5,
1920, no less than ten bills were introduced in Congress; nine
were in the House and one was in the Senate, Three of these
provided for the suspension of Immigration for two years and
two for a period of ten years of more. The Senate bill pro¬
vided for the suspension of all immigration for twenty years,
but from Germany, Austria, Bulgaria and Turkey for fifty years.
These bills were introduced but not passed in Congress.^?
During the third session of the sixty-sixth Congress, a
bill, H. R. l446l, w^as introduced in the House entitled ’’To
provide for the protection of the citizens of the United States
by the temporary suspension of immigration and for other pur¬
pose s.**^^ The purpose of the bill w'as to keep out the horde
terary Digest, Dec. l8, 1920, p. ?•
^^See the following bills, S. 8l; H. R. 2912, 4695, 9872,
15303, Ibid.. 66th Cong., 1st and 2d sess. (1919, 1920).
^^Ibid.. 66th Cong., 3d sess. (1921), p. 8.
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that was waiting at ports of debarkation. Representative
Campbell, of Kansas, in urging passage of the bill said;
We must lim.it the flood of immigration. We must re¬
serve v;hat is here for the people of the United States ...
A period of two years lim.itation on immigration during the
d-uring the reconstruction of the world it seems to me is
most timely, ?e cannot assimilate large numbers of im¬
migrants during the reconstruction of the world.^^
Representative Knutson, of Minnesota, urged passage of the
bill, because he believed that foreign governments were
financing, or facilitating the movement of radicals to this
country. He spoke of Spain being "a seething mass of malcon¬
tents and anarchists" and that many people of this type were
being dumiped into the United States.However, Representative
Sabath, of Illinois, mentioned the m*ethods of spreading propa¬
ganda around "bill-passing" time. He said that a few days be¬
fore an immigration bill would come up, certain gentlemen and
certain organizations v,’ould give out statements, and newspapers
would print articles about the existing surplus of labor in
America. He stated;
That is an old propaganda on the part of those in
favor of restriction; it m.atters not how Important im¬
migration may be to our nation. The arguments that have
been made were made on the floor of this House one year
ago ... five years ago and from the records of the House,
one hundred years ago. The same fears were entertained
... but notwithstanding these threats and fears in the
years gone by the country continued to prosper ... I ask






Representative Rowe, of New York, deplored the fact that
common labor was so hard to find among the second generation
of Americans. He stated that there was no shortage of labor,
but that the people of the second generation would not do
common labor.
The bill passed in the House, but a substitute, S. 3206
was.introduced in the Senate. Dillingham entitled, "An act to
limit the immigration of aliens into the United States." This
bill provided that the number of immigrants v'ho could be ad¬
mitted, until June 30, 1922, to the United States from any
country, in any fiscal year, should be limited to three per
cent of the number of natives of that class resident in the
United States in 1910.^^ Immigrants from countries on the
American continent, and from adjacent islands, from China,
Japan and the so-called Asiatic barred zone were not subject
to the provisions of the bill. In effect the bill was only
applicable to European countries, Turkey in Asia, Africa and
Australasia.^^
The bill, also known as the ’’Three Per Centum Limit Act,"
passed both Houses.It was sent to President T'ilson, w'here
it was killed by the pocket-veto. The same plan was intro¬




^^Congressional Record, 66th Cong,, 3rd sess, (1921),
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in the bill y/as the date it was to become effective,2^
Senator Thomas Heflin of Alabama, in a very fiery speech
contended that the bill was not drastic enough. He denounced
the activities of certain groups and pointed to the difference
between the form.er type of immigrants and some of the "miserable
horde" that was nov; entering. He feared the day v/ould come
when the alien population would outnumber the native stock,
unless proper legislation v/as enacted.
Senator Colt, of Rhode Island, interrupted the Senator
from Alabama to say that among those who strove to avoid the
draft during World War I, the percentage of aliens was com¬
paratively low. He, also, stated that the bill was only a
temporary measure that provided for an emergency which he be¬
lieved was greatly exaggerated. He did not believe that there
was a flood of Immigrants seeking admission because every
since the records had been kept of departures, thirty five
aliens had departed to every one hundred who came, The bill
passed both Houses^^ and became law with the signature of
President Harding on May 19, 1921.^^
President Harding goes dov’n in American History as the
first Chief Executive to set his official approval upon a
general legislative act which all but closed the gates of one
portion of the world to the laborers of another. It must be




remembered, however, that the act v;as enacted expressly for one
year and specifically as an emergency measure.
The Act of May 19, 1921, departed from all previous im¬
migration laws of the United States in tv/o major respects;
first, it set a specific limit upon the number of those to be
admitted, and second, it took the first definite step in the
direction of selection by "racial" preference.
The Quota Law worked a great hardship on families. In
many Instances some members of the family were not permitted to
enter because the Quota had been filled, A minority report
from, the House Committee on Immigration and Naturalization
stated that the Quota Law provisions were;
,,, Inhuman and unjust because immigrants are excluded or
accepted solely on the basis of percentage. The mental,
moral, and physical qualifications are miade secondary
qualifications,27
The Quota Law was further criticized by Representative
Albert Johnson of Washington, who stated that the law was in¬
effective because there were no adequate provisions for its
enforcement} that there was no machinery available to count
the newcomers until they arrived at the port of entry and it
had been discovered that many means and ways had been found to
pO
avoid the limitations,^*^ A new remedy had to be found to make
the Act of 1921 effective. The Act was therefore extended to
June 30» 1924, in order to give Congress tim.e to make a new
law,^'^
27congressional Record, 67th Cong,, 2d sess, (1921), pp,
9-11.
2Qlbid., 69th Cong., 1st sess, (1926), p. II98O,
2942 Stat, 540
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The words of President Codlldge, in his first annual mes¬
sage to Congress, were added fuel for the restrictionists. He
said:
American Institutions rest solely on good citizenship.
They were created by people who had a background of self-
government. New arrivals should be limited to our capacity
to absorb them into the ranks of good citizenship, America
must be kept Anerica.... For this purpose it is necessary
to continue a policy of restricted immigration. It would
be w’ell to make such Immigration of a selective nature
with some inspection at the source and based either on a
prior census or upon the record of natiiralization...
With encouragement in the President's message and the
feeling of the need of an immigration lav; with more teeth,
Congress passed the law entitled "An Act to Limit the Immigra¬
tion of Aliens into the United States.The three main ob¬
jectives in passing the Immigration Law of 192V were: (1) To
secure a more uniform distribution of the arriving immigrant
through the year. (2) To proportion our quota more in accordance
with the composition of the American nation at the time and not
allow the racial composition of the nation to be changed; it was
rapidly being changed by extensive immigration from new sources,
and (3) The determination of the country and of Congress that
the number of arrivals should be drastically reduced,32
The Law of 192V, Instead of limiting the admission of
aliens to a number equal to three per cent of the foreign born
^^Congressional Record. 67th Cong., Vth sess. (192V), pp,
^^Ibid.. 68th Cong., 1st sess. (192V), p, V397.
^^Ibid.. p. 39V5.
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as of 1910, fixed the limitation at a number equal to two per
cent of the foreign born as of 1890.^^
The principal objection to the I89O census as a quota basis
came from the new immigrants who voiced their protests through
their foreign-language press. Hundreds of petitions from them
poured into Congress in protest.^^ These protests were grounded
on the fact that the great volume of Immigrants from western
and northern Europe Came before I89O and the great volume of
immigrants from southern and eastern Europe came after that
date.
In the Senate the date, I89O, was thoroughly discussed.
This date was the one passed by the House, The Senate, however,
wished the date to be 1910. Senator Colt of Rhode Island at¬
tacked the bill for using the census of I89O, He said the
reason was;
... the desire to exclude southern and eastern Europe, if
you are going to do that, do it openly. We have 6,000,000
of southern and eastern Europe living among us who are as
proud of their race as we of ours. Nothing so accentuates
national prejudice as racial discrimination ... in this
proposition to go back to the census of I89O as a basis
for the quota calculation there is involved the adoption
of an immigration law based upon racial disctimination,
which is the most dangerous and^un-American principle
ever propounded in the Senate,
Representative McKenzie of Illinois said that the discrimination
in the bill was the value of the bill, and that the date had
331+2 Stat, 5^0,




been used to further restrict immigration from eastern and
southern Europe.There was no other provision of the immi¬
gration bill that was so thoroughly discussed and upon which
the sentiment of the majority of the members of the House was
so clearly expressed as in the value of keeping the I890 census
for a quota basis. In satirical jest, Representative Dickstein
of New York, on commenting on the date said;
The committee hoped to equalize the number of rapidly
breeding people of southern and eastern Europe with the
slow breeding people of northern and western Europe....
We must have more Nordics, more people with blue
eyes, blond hair and long stature. By adoption of the
1890 census Congress hoped to increase the number of
Nordics and decrease the number coming from eastern and
southern Europe.o7
The National Origin Quota Plan was Introduced in the Senate
by Senator Reed of Pennsylvania on April 2, 1924.Senator
Reed urged acceptance of his amendm.ent as a racial origin, and
as a substitute for the quota basis contained in the Senate
bill, S. 2576, which was two per cent of the 19IO census.
Records show that Senator Reed w'as not familiar with the bill,
but had recently talked with John B. Trevor of New York who
was the admitted father of the bill. He was not clear on pro¬
visions of the bill and was muddled and contradictory in his
statements. He said that he did not want to discriminate





or what not, however, he said; "What I want to do is to end
the discrimination against the nations of northwest Europe'^39
Finally, after much debate, the date I890 was accepted and was
to apply until June 30, 1927. The National Origin basis of
computation was then to become operative
Japanese exclusion was also discussed during this Congress.
Accompanying the bill, H. R. 79^5, was the report of the House
Committee on Immigration, which stated in part that;
The Supreme Court of the United States has decided
that certain nationals of oriental countries are not en¬
titled to be naturalized as citizens of the United States
under our natiirallzation laws.... The committee feels
justified in offering a provision that persons Ineligible
to citizdnship shall not be admitted as immigrants
The Japanese question in the United States had been rather
mild. Through the Gentlemen's Agreement of I907, Japan had
been lifted out of the oriental class. This agreem.ent bound
the United States to admit any Japanese with a passport from
the Japanese Government, unless he was suffering with a con-
U-P
tagious disease. The committee felt that the Congressional
perogatlve of regulating immigration from Japan had been sur¬
rendered to Japan. The committee could find little about the





McKenzie, or. cit.« p. 32.
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Theodore Roosevelt, and had never been made public. The report
of the committee was taken into consideration, and the recom¬
mendation for Japanese exclusion was put into the new law.
The principal features of the Law of 1924, also, known as
the Johnson Immigration Act were: (1) It preserved the basic
immigration law of 1917; (2) it changed the quota basis from
the census of 1910 to the census of I89O; (3) it reduced the
quota admissible in one year from three to two per cent; (4) it
provided a method of selection of immigrants at the source rather
than permit them to land at the immigration stations w'ithout
inspection; (5) it placed the burden of proof on the immigrant
to show that he was admissible under the iimnigration laws rather
than upon the United States to show that he was not admissible,
and (6) it provided for the exclusion of those who were not
eligible for citizenship.
The Law of 1924 deviated from, previous legislation in four
major respects: (1) it greatly reduced the number of aliens ad¬
missible; (2) it provided for preliminary examination and certi¬
fication abroad; (3) it took an initial step toward positive
selection and (4) it greatly extended the principle of selection
by-rejection by definitely and com.pletely excluding certain
44
races and by indirectly reducing the other '‘racial" groups.
The principal supporters of the Immigration Act of 1924,
in its initial stages, were the representatives of the South and
^^43Stat. 153.
'^^Garis, on. cit., p. 171.
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the Far ^est. The legislators from New York and Illinois steadi
ly fought the measure. The bill passed both Houses with large
majorities - the House308-58^^ and the Senate, 69-9^0 _ and
with the signature of President Coolidge, it became law on May
26, 1924,^7 and effective on July 1, 1924,
The national origins plan for quota basis in the immi¬
gration laws of the United States was first introduced in the
House in the sixty-eighth Congress by Representative Rogers of
Massachusetts as an Amendment to the Johnson Bill on April 11,
1924.^® Under this amendment the total quota was to be 200,000
per year and the scheme was to go into effect on July 1, 1926.
Representative Johnson of Washington raised the point of order
against the amendment and Representative Rogers withdrew it.
On April 12, 1924, the amendment was again offered by Repre¬
sentative Rogers, and the date of July 1, 1927 was offered as
the date that it would go into effect,*^^ This amendment was
vigorously opposed by Representative Johnson of Washington,
Bacon of Georgia and several others.^®
The national origins plan was introduced in the Senate by









Senator Reed of Pennsylvania on April 2, 192kin intro¬
ducing the bill, Senator Reed stated his purpose back of the
bill. He said;
It seems to me that the method v;e adopted in our law-
of 1921 of basing the quotas on the foreign-born who were
here in 1910 has this element of unfairness in it: That
it disregards entirely those of us who are most interested
in keeping American stock up to the highest standard -
that is, the people who were born here. Surely it is fair
to say that we who are natives of America are at least
interested in American welfare as are our recent arrivals.
Yet our present lav/ disregards us entirely in making up
the quotas.^^
As introduced, the "national origin" numerical limit v/as ar¬
bitrarily set at 150,000 and the annual quota of any nationality
"shall be a number which bears the same ratio to 150,000 as the
n-uraber of inhabitants in continental United States in 1920.
Exceptions in computing the quota were made to "persons born or
tracing their ancestry to contiguous territory, aliens Ineligible
for citizenship and their descendants, the descendants of slave
immigrants, or the descendants of American aborigines
The national origins plan was hotly contested. Representa¬
tive Douglass of Massachusetts declared that it was created by
the:
... Hessians of -the Carnegie Fund ... it was forced through
with undue haste in a mad scramble to establish some sort
of a permanent immigration quota policy ... at the time
the Japanese question was all absorbing concern of Con¬
gress, In the midst of all this the national origins
^^Ibid.. p. 6644.




Representative Dlcksteln of New York stated that:
Paid agents of the Carnegie organization having se¬
cured appointment as unpaid officials of the government,
being in government service while under pay of the Carnegie
Endowment and with its powerful backing worked out the so-
called origin provision,55
He produced charts to show that Nordics were permitted an annual
quota of i40,999 out of 164,667 which left the balance of dif¬
ference for thirty-nine nations. He further stated that Congress
admitted discrimination against southern and eastern Europe and
by passing the national origins plan placed a stamp of approval
in favor of the Nordic race as against the whole world. He
stated that Congress practically declared people from eastern
and southern Europe were inferior.5^
Senator Douglass, of Massachusetts declared that there was
no basis for the national origin plan; that it was indefinite,
uncertain and theoretical; that it permitted adoption of arbi¬
tration and biased methods of calculation. He quoted from Mr,
Steward, Director of the Bureau of Census, who had said: "There
are no figures in existence which show completely the various
national origins of the population of the United States,57
The basis for the national origin plan was to be worked
out by a committee. The committee was not ready to make its
report during the sixty-ninth Congress, therefore a resolution,
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S. 362, was adopted to give the committee more tlme.^®
Wefald, of Minnesota, in discrediting the plan, said that it
was John B. Trevor, statistician for the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, who had placed the great, great, British
grandfather clause in the immigration law.^9 He was greatly-
disturbed by the plan because it decreased the number of Scan¬
dinavians who could come to America. He asked*
Why shut out the purest Nordics and leave the door
open for Mexicans? V-Tiy shut out those people whose own
country has not natural resources to take care of their
population increase and open the door wide for Great
Britain that owns four times as much of the surface of the
earth than does the United States.
He stated that Captain John B. Trevor's name bespoke of German
ancestry, and that Mr. Trevor, who was so concerned with the
purity of American blood undoubtedly came from mixed stock. He
did not place any confidence in Mr. Trevor; he had found no
basis for some of Mr. Trevor's statements. Mr. Trevor had
stated that his family ancestors had come to America before
1793> yet, the name "Trevor" was not listed in the names found
in the census of 1790, upon which the whole scheme of national
origin was based.Representative Sabath of Illinois stated
that the fact that professional restrietlonists had made no ef¬
fort to place Canada and Mexico on a quota basis satisfied him






than a genuine sincerity for Americans. He stated that railroads
and the sugar-beet industry had convinced the restrictionists
that Mexican immigration was more beneficial than European im¬
migration. He said:
The national origin scheme is nothing but prejudiced
biased class legislation fostered by a nefarious organi¬
zation, whose purpose seems to be the destruction of
equality; it should be repealed and a fair, just and
humane law substituted in its stead.
A resolution, S. J. 152, during the second session of the
sixty-ninth Congress, further suspended operation of quotas
based on the national origin plan to July 1, 1928.^^ In pre¬
senting the resolution, Senator Johnson, of California, stated
that he much preferred the quota basis according to the law of
1924, because under the national origin provision:
It is impossible to adequately explain these cal¬
culations to the lay mind; it is hard to justify them to
the country. They are vague and uncertain and must ever
be so. If the foundation is inadequate, the house cannot
stand. If the fundamental bases of the national origin
system of calculating quotas are unreliable and in- ,,
definite, the structure built upon themnust give way.°^
Representative Sabath of New York said the plan should be called
the British origin plan.^^
Resolutions adopted in Congress, again, postponed the
taking effect of the national origin plan during the seventieth
Congress
^^Ibid.. p. 5850
^3lbid.. 69th Cong., 2d sess. (1927), p. 5851.
^^Ibid.. p. 5192.
^^Ibid.
^^Ibid.. 70th Cong., 2d sess. (1929), p. 2805.
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During the first session of the 71st Congress, the national
origin plan was again discussed.^7 The debates as usual were
fiery. Senator Norbeck of North Dakota said;
The advocates of the national origin plan to base a
quota on a record that does not exist. Those who per¬
sistently insist on superiority of the white race are
supporting measures that exclude Nordics while at the
same time we continue to admit unlimited numbers of blacks,
reds and mixed colors.®^
However, the Senate, led by Senator Reed of Pennsylvania, worked
to keep the national origin in the law. Senator Reed said:
The issue is fundamental. Nothing could be more
vital than the make up of the future population of this
country and the decision of Congress with respect to the
national origin law will affect the destinies of our
country and the welfare of our people for generations to
come. To abandon the principle involved, would be to
surrender to foreign blocs and to discrlm.inate in favor of
some European countries and against others.°9
An amendment introduced by Senator Nye, of North Dakota,
to postpone the national origin plan was rejected on June 13,
1929.'^°
Undoubtedly the national origin plan would have been post¬
poned for another year. Just as it had been twice before, had
it not been for a parliamentary trick of Senator Joseph Robinson
of Arkansas. Congress was called in Sunday session to finish
up its business before adjournment on Monday. Senator Robinson,
after making a speech about the evils of Sunday speech-making






moved for immediate adjournment which was carried by a vote of
39-36. He would not even consent to an agreement that the
resolution of Senator Nye postponing the national origin plan
should be considered at Monday's one hour session.71
Thus the national origin provision passed in 1924 went
into effect. After July 1, 1929, the privilege of entry was ,
allowed to a percentage of each country based on the number
which it was computed to have contributed to the total popula¬
tion of the United States.
71 Ibid.. p, l4.
CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION
The writer has selected statements m^hlch reflect the views
of, and set forth the arguments used hy the restrictionists
from 1882-1929. These debates, regardless of their merits,
had weight with Congress.
A brief background of the "old Immigration" shows that
it came from northern and western Europe. This immigration
began in the early part of American History and gradually in¬
creased after the Civil War until 1882, when it reached its
height. This immigration consisted almost wholly of families
who came to this country with the intention of making it their
home and of becoming American citizens. They helped to de¬
velop the agricultural and industrial progress in America,
It was during this time that the manufacturing industries
of the country had their marvelous growth. The development
of these industries created a large demand for common labor;
it was then that the "new immigration" began. This immigration
came mainly from eastern and southern Europe and differed in
character from the "old Immigration" in that substantially
seventy per cent of it, as a whole, consisted of males. About
eighty-six per cent of the males were living single lives,
being unmarried or having left their wives in Europe. They
came to the United States, not so much for the purpose of ^8-
mainlng in America and making it their home, as to seek
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profitable employment at the seats of the great basic industries.
As a class they were strong, healthy, able-bodied men, in¬
dustrious and frugal in their manner, They came in response
to a great demand.
On the West Coast, the Chinese came in great numbers
during the early fifties. They did the hard, dirty work that
no white person would do; they washed, cooked, nursed the
babies, and all that was considered common labor. At first,
they were heartily received, but this was short-lived. The
comipletion of the Great Union Pacific Railroad left a great
number of people unemployed. It was then that the Chinese were
looked upon as irreligious, filthy, unasslmllable and as taking
the jobs of white men. Politicians seized this under-privileged
group as a vote-getting bait, and the Chinese question became a
political football. Most Chinese legislation was passed during
election years. Agitation to keep them out led to the adoption
of the Chinese Restriction Act of 1882, and finally in 1904 to
Chinese exclusion.
Immigration of other groups was at first encouraged. In
1864, Congress passed "An act to encourage immigration," to
help relieve a labor shortage. Many laborers came to America
under contract; many were used as strike-breakers by employers
who did not wish to meet the demands of the labor unions.
Agitation from labor brought about much of the immigration
legislation passed by Congress.
Congress assumed control of immigration, after the Supreme
Court declared State laws were unconstitutional in 1879* The
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period of Federal control began with the first general immi¬
gration act of 1882, entitled, "An act to regulate immigration.*'
Other acts dealing with the admission of immigrants w^ere passed
by Congress in 1885, I888, I891, I893, I903, 1907, 1910, 1917,
1918, 1921, 1922, 1924 and 1929.
In their order of exclusion, the groups included first,
the criminals and physically unfit} second, the contract laborer
third, the illiterate; and fourth, those who were ineligible
for citizenship. The "Three Per Centum Limit Act" and the
"national origin" plan were designed to limit the number coming
to America from eastern and southern Europe.
The early methods of restriction by physical classification
and the prohibition of contract labor were not easily enforced;
there was no machinery to effectively enforce the laws. Acts
of Congress added the necessary machinery by creating the
offices of Superintendent of Immigration, the Immigration Com¬
mission and the Department of Commerce and Labor.
Among the methods proposed at an early date for excluding
a large number of immigrants was the adoption of the so-called
literacy test. Senator Lodge, of Massachusetts, was not only
one of the earliest, but one of the most influential advocates
of the literacy test. After a controversy continuing for ap¬
proximately a quarter of a century, the principle of the
literacy test was finally adopted in 1917. During this period,
three Presidents of the United States, in four veto messages,
refused to sign the various bills that had been passed by
Congress providing for a literacy test. The real reason for
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this test, as expressed by Senator Lodge, was to discourage
immigration from eastern and southern Europe.
The literacy test was followed by the ‘'Three Per Centum
Limit Act." This act sought to discourage immigration from
eastern and southern Europe. It limited the number of immi¬
grants who could come into the United States from any country
in any fiscal year, to three per cent of the number of natives
of that country resident in the United States in 1910. The
law decreased immigration from northern and western Europe,
because immigration from that source had declined in 1910. A
new law was passed to carry into effect the wishes of the re-
strictionlsts.
The new law passed in 192V provided for a quota basis of
165»000 a year until June 30, 1927, after which 150,000 a year.
The percentage of immigration was reduced from three to two
per cent and the quota basis was changed from 1910 to I89O.
The figure of 150,000 was arbitrarily set and the distribution
of quotas were to be made on the basis of "national origin"
which took into account both the foreign born and the native
born population.
The "national origin" plan was to go into effect on July
1, 1927, but was postponed in two following sessions of Congress.
It became the basis for quota distribution on July 1, 1929.
In the final analysis, from the debates in the Congres¬
sional Record, one must believe that the motive behind most
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